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Michaelmas  Term, 


AND    THE    VACATION    PRECEDING, 


In  the  First  Year  of  the  Reign  of  William  IV, 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  LORDS. 

The  King  v.  Thomas  Westwood. 

(In  Error.) 

n^HIS  was  an  information  in  nature  of  a  quo  warranlo^  Whereby 

exhibited   a^rainst   the  Defendant   in    Easter  term  ^"^^^  \ 

.  select  body  in 

1819,  for  usurping  the  office  of  burgess  of  the  borough  a  corporation 

of  Cheppitig   Wycombej    in  the  county  of  Btickingham.  ^*^  power  to 
To  which  the  Defendant  pleaded,  ^^  the  kkkT^ 

rule  and  go- 
Tcniinent  c£  the  borough>  letting  of  its  landsy  and  other  matters  and  causes  <iubat^ 
soever  concerning  the  borough;  and  by  the  charter  it  was  also  directed,  that  the 
mayor,  bailiiTs,  and  burgesses  should  from  time  to  time  elect  other  burgesses:  Held, 
tbat  the  general  body  of  mayor,  bailiffs,  and  burgesses,  might  make  a  bye-law  that  the 
boigesses  should  be  elected  by  the  select  body. 
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CASES  IN  MICHAELMAS  TERM 

18S0.  borough  of  Chepping  Wycombe^  otherwise  Wicombe,  in 
the  county  of  Buckingham ;  and  that  within  the  said 
borough,  from  time  whereof  the  memory  of  man  is  not 
Westwoodu  to  the  contrary,  there  hath  been,  or  of  right  ought 
to  have  been,  and  still  of  right  ought  to  be,  an  in- 
definite number  of  burgesses  of  the  said  borough: 
and  that  long  before  any  of  the  days  and  times  in 
the  said  information  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  16th 
day  of  NovembeTj  in  the  Jifleenth  year  of  the  reign 
of  his  said  late  Majesty  King  Charles  the  Second,  the 
said  King  Charles  the  Second,  by  his  letters  patent, 
under  the  great  seal  of  England^  bearing  date  at  West- 
minster^  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  for  himself  and 
his  successors,  did,  amongst  other  things,  grant,  ordain, 
constitute,  and  confirm  to  the  said  mayor,  bailiffs,  and 
burgesses  of  the  borough  aforesaid,  that  from  thence- 
forth for  ever  there  might  and  should  be  within  the 
borough  aforesaid,  one  of  the  most  honest  and  discreet 
burgesses  of  the  borough  aforesaid,  to  be  elected  in 
manner  thereunder  in  the  said  letters  patent  mentioned, 
who  should  be  and  be  named  mayor  of  the  borough 
aforesaid;  and  that  in  like  manner  there  might  be 
and  should  be,  within  the  same  borough,  two  honest 
and  discreet  burgesses  of  the  borough  aforesaid,  who 
should  be  and  be  named  bailiffs  of  the  borough  afore- 
said; and  the  said  late  king  willed,  and  thereby  for 
himself,  his  heirs  and  successors,  did  grant,  ordain,  and 
confirm,  that  from  thenceforth  for  ever  there  might  and 
should  be,  within  the  borough  aforesaid,  from  time  to 
time,  twelve  honest  and  discreet  men,  continually  in- 
habiting and  residing  within  the  said  borough,  who 
should  be,  and  should  be  called,  aldermen  of  the  said 
borough :  and  that  the  mayor,  bailiffs,  and  burgesses 
,  of  the  same  borough^  and  their  successors^  or  the  mq;or 
part .  of  themj  from  time  to  time,  for  ever^  should  and 
might  be  able  to  elect  so  many  and  suc/i  other  men^  inhabit-- 
ing  or  not  inhabiting  voithin  the  borough  aforesaid^  as 

and 
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and  xjcfiich  to  them  should  seem  most  expedient^  to  be  bur^        1830. 
gcsses  of  the  said  hormigh.     And  the  said  late  king  fur-     1,.    ' 
ther   willed,   and   thereby   for   himself,    his   heirs  and  ^i. 

successors,  did  grant  and  confirm  to  the  aforesaid  Westwood. 
mayor,  bailiffs,  and  burgesses  of  the  borough  aforesaid, 
and  their  successors,  that  the  aforesaid  aldermen  and 
bailiffs  of  the  borough  aforesaid,  and  their  successors, 
should  be,  and  be  called  the  common  coimcil  of  the  said 
borough;  and  should  be,  from  time  to  time,  assisting 
and  aiding  to  the  mayor  of  the  said  borongh  of  Chep^ 
ping  fVt/combey  otherwise  IVicombey  aforesaid,  for  the 
time  being,  in  all  matters  and  causes  touching  ancj  con- 
cerning the  borough  aforesaid.  And  the  said  late  king 
further  willed,  and  did  thereby,  for  himself^  his  heirs 
and  successors,  grant  and  confirm  to  the  aforesaid 
mayor,  bailiffs,  and  burgesses  of  the  borough  aforesaid, 
and  their  successors,  that  the  mayor^  aldermen^  and 
bailiffs  of  the  borough  aforesaid,  and  their  successors, 
for  the  time  being,  or  the  major  part  of  them,  (of  whom 
the  mayor  for  the  time  being,  the  said  late  king  willed 
to  be  one,)  might  and  should  have  full  power  and 
authority  to  frame,  constitute,  ordain,  and  make,  from 
time  to  time,  such  reasonable  laws,  statutes,  and  ordi- 
nances whatsoever,  as  to  them  should  seem  to  be  good, 
wholesome,  useful,  honest,  and  necessary,  according  to 
their  sound  discretions,  for  the  good  rule  and  govern- 
ment of  the  burgesses,  artificers,  and  inhabitants  of  the 
borough  aforesaid,  for  the  time  being ;  and  for  declaring 
in  what  manner  and  order  the  aforesaid  mayor,  aldermen, 
bailiffs,  and  burgesses,  and  the  artificers,  inhabitants,  and 
residents  of  the  borough  aforesaid,  should  behave,  con- 
duct, and  carry  themselves  in  their  offices,  mysteries,  and 
business,  within  the  same  borough,  and  the  limits  there- 
of, for  the  time  being;  and  otherwise,  for  the  further  good 
and  public  advantage  and  rule  of  the  same  borough,  and 
the  victualling  of  the  same  borough ;  and  also  for  the 
better  .preservation,   government,    disposition,   letting, 
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1850.        demising  of  lands,  tenements,  possessions,  revenues,  and 

*—  \^  hereditaments,  to  the  aforesaid  mayor,  bailiffs,  and  bur- 

Thc  King  .  . 

^,  gesses,  and  their  successors,  by  the  said  letters  patent  or 

WfiSTWooD.  otherwise  given,  granted,  assigned,  or  confirmed,  or 
thereafter  to  be  given,  granted,  or  assigned ;  and  other 
matters  and  causes  yohaisoeverj  touching  or  in  anywise  con- 
ceming  the  aforesaid  borough,  or  the  state,  f^ght,  and 
interest  of  the  said  borough.  And  the  said  late  king 
did  thereby  constitute  and  appoint  one  person  therein 
named  to  be  the  first  and  present  mayor  of  the  said 
borough;  two  other  persons  therein  named  to  be  the 
first  and  present  bailiffs  of  the  said  borough ;  and  twelve 
other  persons  therein  named  to  be  the  twelve  first  and 
present  aldermen  of  the  said  borough  :  and  his  said  late 
majesty  King  Charles  the  Second,  by  his  said  letters 
patent,  for  Mmself,  his  heirs  and  successors,  further 
granted  and  confirmed,  that  the  aforesaid  mayor,  alder* 
men,  bailiffs,  and  bwgesses  of  the  borough  aforesaid,  for 
the  time  being,  or  the  major  part  of  them,  from  time  to 
time  for  ever  thereafter,  might  and  should  have  power 
and  authority  yearly  and  every  year,  on  the  Tliursday 
next  before  the  feast  of  St.  Michael  the  Archangel,  to 
assemble  themselves,  or  the  major  part  of  them,  in  the 
Guildhall  of  the  borough  aforesaid,  or  in  any  other  con- 
venient place  within  the  borough,  to  be  limited  and 
assigned  according  to  their  discretions,  and  there  to 
continue  until  they,  or  the  major  part  of  them  there  then 
assembled,  should  then  elect  and  nominate  one  of  the 
aldermen  of  the  borough  aforesaid  to  be  mayor  of  the 
borough  aforesaid  for  one  whole  year  then  next  ensu- 
ing ;  and  that  then  and  there  they  should  and  might  be 
able  to  elect  and  nominate,  before  they  should  from 
thence  depart,  one  of  the  aldermen  of  the  borough  afore- 
said for  the  time  being,  who  should  be  mayor  of  the 
borough  aforesaid  for  one  whole  year  then  next  en- 
suing ;  and  that  he,  after  he  should  be  so  as  aforesaid 
elected  and  nominated  to  be  mayor  of  the  borough  afore- 
said. 


The  King 
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said,  and  before  he  should  be  admitted  to  execute  the  1830. 
same  office,  should  take  a  corporal  oath,  upon  the  Holy 
Gospel  of  God,  yearly,  on  the  day  of  election,  if  he 
should  be  tlien  present,  and  if  he  should  be  absent,  then  WssrwooDi 
within  one  month  then  next  ensuing  after  the  said  day 
of  election,  before  the  mayors  his  last  predecessor,  or,  in 
his  absence,  before  such  aldermen  of  the  borough  afore* 
said  for  the  time  being,  and  the  rest  of  the  burgesses 
of  the  borough  aforesaid,  who  should  be  then  present  in 
the  Guildhall  of  the  borough  aforesaid,  or  in  any  other 
convenient  place  within  the  borough  aforesaid,  to  be 
limited  and  assigned  according  to  their  discretions^ 
rightly,  well,  and  faithfully  to  execute  the  same  office  in 
all  things  touching  the  same  office.  And  his  late  ma- 
jesty King  Charles  the  Second,  by  his  said  letters  patent, 
for  himself,  his  heirs  and  successors,  granted  and  con* 
firmed  to  the  aforesaid  Mayor,  bailiffsy  and  burgesses  of 
the  borough  aforesaid  and  their  successors,  that  the 
vun/OTf  aldermen,  and  bailiffs  of  the  borough  aforesaid 
for  the  time  being,  or  the  major  part  of  them,  from  time 
to  time  for  ever  thereafter,  might  and  should  have  power 
and  authority  yearly  and  every  year,  on  Thursday  next 
before  the  feast  of  the  Annunciation  of  the  Blessed  Vii-gin 
Mary^  to  assemble  themselves,  or  the  major  part  of  them, 
in  the  Guildhall  of  the  borough  aforesaid,  or  in  any  other 
convenient  place  within  the  borough  aforesaid,  to  be 
limited  and  assigned  according  to  their  discretion,  and 
there  to  continue  until  they,  or  the  major  part  of  them 
there  then  assembled,  should  elect  and  nominate  two 
burgesses  of  the  borough  aforesaid  to  be  bailiffs  of  the 
borough  aforesaid  for  one  year  then  next  ensuing,  to  be 
dected  and  nominated  in  form  following:  that  they 
should  and  might  be  able  there  to  elect  and  nominate, 
before  they  should  from  thence  depart,  two  of  the  afore- 
said burgesses,  who  from  thenceforth  should  be  bailiffs 
of  the  borough  aforesaid  for  one  whole  year  then  next 

B  4  ensuing: 
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ensuing :  and  that  they,  after  they  should  be  so  as  afore- 
said elected  and  nominated  to  be  bailiffs  of  the  borough 
^.  aforesaid,  before  they  should  be  admitted  to  execute  the 

Wbstwood.    same  office,  and  each  of  them,  should  take  a  corporal 
oath  upon  the  Holy  Gospel  of  God  yearly,  on  the  same 
day  of  election,  if  they  should  be  present,  and  if  they 
should   be  absent,  then  within  one  month  then  next 
ensuing  the  day  of  election  aforesaid,  before  the  mayor 
of  the  borough  aforesaid,  or,  in  the  absence  of  the  said 
mayor,  before  the  bailiffs^  their  last  predecessors,   or 
either  of  them,  in  the  presence  of  such  of  the  aforesaid 
aldermen  of  the  borough  aforesaid  for  the  time  being, 
and  the  rest  of  the  burgesses  of  the  borough  aforesaid 
as   should  be  then   present   in   the    Guildhall  of  the 
borough  aforesaid,  or  in   any  other  convenient  place 
within  the  borough  aforesaid,  to  be  limited  and  assigned 
according  to  their  discretion,  rightly,  well,  and  faithfully 
to  execute  the  same  office  of  bailiffs  of  the  same  borough, 
in  all  things  touching  the  same  office.     And  his  said 
late  majesty  King  Charles  the  Second,  by  his  said  letters 
patent,   for  himself,   his  heirs   and  successors,  further 
granted  to  the  said  mayor,  bailiffs,  and  burgesses  of  the 
borough  aforesaid,  that  if  any  or  either  of  the  aldermen 
of  the  borough  aforesaid  should  die,  or  be  removed  from 
his  office,   (which  said  aldermen,  and  every  or  any  of 
them,  not  well  behaving  themselves  in  the  same  office, 
his  said  late  majesty  willed  to  be  removable  at  the  plea- 
sure of  the  mayor  of  the  borough  aforesaid,  and  the  major 
part  of  the  aforesaid  aldermen  of  the  same  borough  for  the 
time  being,)  that  then  the  mayor^  and  such  of  the  residue 
of  the  aldermen  of  the  borough  aforesaid  who  should  be 
assembled  in  the  Guildhall  of  the  borough  aforesaid,  or 
in  any  other  convenient  place  within  the  borough  afore- 
said, to  be  limited  and  assigned  according  to  their  dis- 
cretions, or  the  major  part  of  them  so  assembled,  at  the 
pleasure  of  the  mayor,  and  the  residue  of  the  aldermen 
of  the  same  borough,  should  and  might  be  able  to  elect 

and 
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and  prefer  one  or  more  of  the  best  and  most  honest  1830.  - 
burgesses  of  the  borough  aforesaid,  in  the  place  or  places  L, "  -  -  \ 
of  the  same  alderman  or  aldermen  of  the  borough  afore^  ^^ 

said  so  dead,  or  removed  from  his  or  their  office  or  Westwood. 
offices,  to  supply  the  aforesaid  number  of  twelve  alder* 
men  of  the  same  borough.  Which  said  letters  patent 
afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  17th  day  of  November,  in  the 
fifteenth  yearof  the  reign  of  King  C^ar/^5  the  Second,  were 
duly  accepted  by  the  then  mayor,  bailiffis,  and  burgesses 
of  the  said  borough. 

And  that  afterwards,  and  after  the  granting  and  ac- 
ceptance of  the  said  letters  patent,  and  long  before 
the  days  and  times  in  the  said  information  mentioned, 
to  wit,  on  the  1st  day  of  December  in  the  year  of 
cor  Lord  1675,  the  then  mayor,  bailiffs,  and  burgesses 
of  the  said  borough,  being  in  due  manner  met  and 
assembled  for  that  purpose  within  the  said  borough, 
did  then  and  there  duly  make,  constitute,  ordain,  and 
establish  a  certain  ordinance  or  bye-law,  (not  now  extant 
in  writing,  )^/or  the  better  rule  and  government  of  the  said 
borough,  touching  and  concerning  the  election  of  the  bur- 
gesses of  the  said  borough  for  the  time  then  to  come,  in 
order  to  avoid  popular  confusion  and  disorder  in  such 
elections;  by  which  said  ordinance  or  bye-law,  it  was 
ordained  and  established  in  manner  following,  (that  is 
to  say,)  that,  from  thenceforth  the  mayor  and  common 
council  of  the  said  borough,  or  the  major  part  of  them 
duly  assembled  together  for  that  purpose  within  the  said 
borough,  should  and  might  from  time  to  time  and  at  all 
times  thereafter,  by  themselves,  and  without  the  concur'^ 
rence  or  assistance  of  the  rest  of  the  bttrgesses  of  the  said 
borough,  elect  and  choose  such  person  or  persons  to  be 
a  burgess  or  burgesses  of  the  same  borough,  as  to  them 
the  said  mayor  and  common  council  of  the  said  borough 
for  the  time  being,  or  the  major  part  of  them  so  as- 
sembled as  aforesaid,  should  seem  meet ;  and  which  said 

ordinance 
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1880.  ordinance  or  bye-law  hath,  ever  since  the  making  thereof 
hitherto,  been  constantly  kept  and  observed  by  the  said 
mayor,  bailiffs,  and  burgesses  of  the  said  borough,  and 
WisTWooa  k  still  in  full  force  and  virtue,  and  in  no  wise  annulled, 
abrogated,  abolished,  revoked,  or  replealed.  The  plea 
then  stated,  that  the  Defendant  was  duly  elected  a  bur-r 
gess,  according  to  the  said  ordinance  or  bye-law. 

To  the  first  and  second  pleas,  there  were  several 
general  replications,  putting  in  issue  the  &cts  stated 
therein  ;  and  then  a  special  replication  to  those  pleas, 
setting  out  the  charter  of  Charles  the  Second,  as  in  the 
third  plea,  whereby  it  was  granted,  ordained,  and  con- 
firmed, that  the  mayor ^  bailiffs^  and  burgesses  of  the  said 
borough,  and  their  successors,  or  the  major  part  qfthem^ 
from  time  to  time,  for  ever,  should  and  might  be  able 
to  elect  so  many  and  such  other  men,  inhabiting  or  not 
inhabiting  within  the  borough  aforesaid,  as  and  which 
to  them  should  seem  most  expedient,  to  be  burgesses  of 
the  said  borough ;  and  also  setting  out  a  clause  in  the 
charter,  respecting  the  appointment  of  a  recorder  of  the 
said  borough :  which  said  letters  patent  afterwards,  to 
wit,  on  die  said  17th  day  of  November^  in  the  fifteenth 
year  of  the  reign  of  King  Charles  the  Second,  were  duly 
accepted  by  the  then  mayor,  baili£^  and  burgesses  of  the 
said  borough ;  and  that,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said 
letters  patent,  the  burgesses  of  the  said  borough,  con- 
tinually from  and  after  the  granting  thereof,  hitherto 
have  been  eligible,  and  of  right  ought  to  have  been 
elected,  and  still  of  right  ought  to  be  elected,  from  time 
to  time,  by  the  mayor^  bailiffs^  and  burgesses  at  large,  of 
the  said  borough,  or  the  major  part  of  them,  and  not 
otherwise. 

To  the  third  plea,  there  was  a  general  demurrer,  and 
joinder  in  demurrer. 

To  the  special  replication  to  the  first  and  second  pleas, 
the  Defendant^  after  praying  that  the  charter  might  be 

enrolled. 
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enrolled,  in  which  there  appeared  to  be  a  general  coo*        1850. 
firmation  of  all   the  liberties,  franchises,  immunities,     L^  ;^ 
privileges,  &:c*  before  vested  in  the  corporation,  rejoined,  ^ 

that  the  said  letters  patent  were  not  duly  accepted  by  Wasrwoott. 
the  then  mayor,  bailiffs,  and  burgesses  of  the  said 
borough,  as  to  that  part  thereof  whereby  his  said  late 
Majesty,  King  Charles  the  Second,  did  will  and  ordain 
that  the  mayor,  bailiffs,  and  burgesses  of  the  same 
borough,  and  their  successors,  or  the  major  part  of 
them,  from  time  to  time,  for  ever,  should  and  might  be 
able  to  dect  so  many  and  such  other  men  inhabiting  or 
not  inhabiting  within  the  said  borough,  as  and  which  to 
them  should  seem  most  expedient,  to  be  burgesses  of  the 
said  borough,  as  by  the  said  replication  is  supposed. 

To  this  rejoinder  there  was  a  demurrer,  for  the  follow* 
ing  causes :  that  the  Defendant  hath  not,  in  or  by  his  said 
last-mentioned  rejoinder,  stated  or  set  forth  any  charter 
or  letters  patent,  or  other  matter  of  record,  dispensing 
with  the  total  acceptance  of  the  said  letters  patent,  in 
the  said  last-mentioned  replication  mentioned  and  set 
forth  by  the  mayor,  bailiffs,  and  burgesses  of  the  said 
borough ;  and  authorising  or  enabling  them  not  to  ac- 
cept the  said  last-mentioned  letters  patent,  as  to  that 
part  thereof  whereby  his  said  late  Majesty,  King  Charles 
the  Second,  did  will  and  ordain  that  the  mayor,  bailifis, 
and  burgesses  of  the  same  borough,  and  their  successors^ 
or  the  major  part  of  them,  from  time  to  time,  for  ever, 
should  and  might  be  able  to  elect  so  many  and  such 
other  men,  inhabiting  or  not  inhabiting  within  the  said 
borough,  as  and  which  to  them  should  seem  most  ex- 
pedient, to  be  burgesses  of  the  said  borough;  and  also, 
for  that  the  Defendant  hath  not,  in  or  by  his  said  last- 
mentioned  rejoinder,  denied,  or  confessed  and  avoided, 
the  allegation  in  the  said  last-mentioned  replication,  that 
the  said  letters  patent  therein  mentioned  were  duly  ac- 
cepted by  the  then  mayor,  bailiffs,  and  burgesses  of  the 

said 
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18S0.        said  borough ;  and  also,  for  that  the  Defendant  hath,  in 
V,,  ~  \_  -        and  by  his  last-mentioned  rejoinder,  stated  and  alleged 
^,  the  supposed  partial  acceptance  of  the  said  last-men- 

WjiSTWOOD.  tiotied  letters  patent,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  triable  by  the 
country,  instead  of  stating  and  setting  out  therein,  as  he 
ought  to  have  done,  the  charter,  letters  patent,  or  other 
matter  of  record,  if  any,  authorising  such  supposed 
partial  acceptance,  with  a  prout  patet  per  recordum,  and 
concluding  his  said  last-mentioned  rejoinder  with  a  veri- 
fication by  the  record. 

The  Defendant  havipg  joined  in  demurrer,  the  Court 
of  King's  Bench,  after  two  solemn  arguments,  in  MichaeU 
mas  term  1823,  and  Michaelmas  term  1824,  gave  judg- 
ment for  the  crown,  in  Michaelmas  term  1825,  on  the 
first  and  second  pleas ;  being  unanimously  of  opinion, 
that  a  charter  granted  by  the  crown  to  a  corporation, 
cannot  be  partially  accepted,  whether  it  be  a  charter  of 
creation,  or  granted  to  a  pre-existing  corporation.  On 
the  demurrer  to  the  third  plea,  the  Chief  Justice  in- 
timated, that  he  had  very  considerable  doubt,  whether 
the  corporation  at  large  had  power  to  make  the  bye-law 
stated  in  that  plea ;  and  Mr.  Justice  Bayley  was  de- 
cidedly of  opinion,  that  the  bye-law  was  invalid :  but  the 
other  Judges  being  of  a  different  opinion  on  that  point, 
judgment  was  given  for  the  Defendant  on  the  third 
plea. 

On  this  judgment  a  writ  of  error  was  brought  to  the 
House  of  Lords ;  and  it  was  argued  that  the  bye-law, 
stated  in  the  third  plea,  was  invalid,  and  that  the  judg- 
ment ought  to  be  reversed,  as  to  that  plea,  for  the 
following,  amongst  other  reasons : 

That  the  power  of  making  bye-laws  being  vested 
by  the  charter  exclusively  in  the  select  body  of  mayor^ 
aldermen^  and  bailiffs  of  the  borough ;  the  corporation  at 
large^  consisting  of  the  mayor^  aldermen^  bailiffs^  and 
burgesses^  were  not  authorised  to  make  the  bye-law  stated 

in 
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in  the  third  plea ;  nor  any  bye-law  whatever,  ^^  touching        18S0. 
or  in  anywise  concerning  the  borough,  or  the  state, 
right,  and  interest  of  the  same." 

That  the  corporation  at  large,  if  it  had  such  power,    Webtwoodw 
yet,  having  accepted  the  charter,  by  which  it  was  de- 
clared, that   the  mayoi\  bailiffs,   and  burgesses  of  the 
borough,  and  their  successors,  or  the  major  part  of  them, 
should  have  the  election  of  burgesses  of  the  said  borough, 
could  have  no  right  to  make  the  above  bye-law;  by 
which  the  election  of  burgesses  was  transferred  to  the 
mayor  and  cotnmon  council,  without  the  concurrence  or 
assistance  of  the  rest  of  the  burgesses  of  the  said  borough, 
in  direct  contravention  of  one  of  the  most  important 
constitutions  of  the  borough  expressed  by  the  charter. 

That  the  above  bye-law  is  unreasonable,  and  alters 
the  mode  of  election  prescribed  by  the  charter,  and  ex- 
cludes the  burgesses  at  large,  (being  an  integral  part 
of  the   corporation,)  from   voting  at  the  election   of 
burgesses. 

That  this  bye-law  not  only  varies  the  constitution 
of  the  borough,  but  has  a  direct  tendency  to  keep  the 
number  of  common  burgesses  below  the  number  of  the 
common  council. 

That,  for  any  thing  which  appears  to  the  contrary, 
the  bye-law  in  question  might  originally  have  been  made 
by  the  concurrence  of  an  actual  minority  of  the  common 
burgesses,  with  the  common  council;  and  may,  ever 
since,  have  been  continued  against  the  votes  of  the 
majority  of  the  same  body. 

That  none  of  the  cases  cited  in  support  of  the  bye- 
law,  (except  that  of  Rex  v.  Bird  (a),  which  is  distin- 
guishable from  the  present,)  go  further  than  to  limit  the 
number  of  electors,  upon  the  election  of  officers  of  the 
corporation ;  whereas  this  bye-law  has  a  direct  tendency 

{a)  JsEa4tfS6'j. 

to 
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1830.       to  limit  the  number,  which  are  to  oooadtnte  Ae  eor- 

V,    -  '  ^     poraiion  itself. 
The  King     ^ 

WnTWOOD»  The  Defendant  prayed  that  the  judfrment  of  the  court 
below  might  be  affirmed,  for  the  following  (amongst 
other)  reasons :  — 

Because  there  is  a  general  power  inherent  in  the  cor- 
poration at  large  to  make  bye-laws,  which  is  not  taken 
away  by  the  grant  of  that  power  in  particular  cases  to  a 
select  body :  nothing  is  taken  away  by  the  diarter  from 
the  body  at  large  except  that  which  is  given  to  the  select 
body ;  and  the  power  of  making  bye-laws  or  r^ulations 
for  the  election  of  burgesses  is  not  so  given,  and  conse- 
quently remains  in  the  whole  corporation.  Sutton^s 
HospitaL  {a) 

Because  the  bye-law  in  question  was  valid  and  legal, 
inasmuch  as  it  was  only  a  delegation  of  the  power  of 
election  made  by  the  corporation  at  large ;  that  is,  by 
the  mayor,  bailiffs,  and  burgesses,  to  a  part  of  them- 
selves, viz.  the  mayor,  bailifis,  and  aldermen;  the 
aldermen,  who,  together  with  the  bailiffs,  constitute  the 
common  council,  being  still  burgesses,  consequently  this 
bye-law,  which  limits  the  number  of  electors,  is  not 
liable  to  the  objection,  that  it  is  made  by  a  select  body, 
or  that  it  strikes  off  an  integral  part  of  the  corporation. 
Case  of  Corporations  (ft).  Corporation  of  Colchester,  (c) 

Because  no  distinction,  it  is  conceived,  exists  in  prin- 
ciple, or  is  to  be  found  in  the  decided  cases  between 
bye*laws,  the  object  of  which  is  to  regulate  the  election 
of  corporate  officers,  and  those  which  regulate  the 
election  of  burgesses.  If  the  number  of  electors  is 
legally  restrained,  the  object  of  the  election  is  im- 
material, {d) 


{a)    10   Rep.  31.       z    Roll.  {e)  3  ^ti/j/.  71. 

Air*  513.  Corporation^  pi.  5.  \d)  i^B.li  C.  833. 

(b)  A  it*.  776. 
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The  D^endant  also  contended  that  he  was  entitled  to        1830. 
judgment  on  the  demurrer  to  the  rejoinder  to  the  repli- 
cation to  the  first  and  second  pleas. 

Because  the  charter  of  King  Charles  the  Second  WssrwooOb 
might  be  partially  accepted,  and  consequently  the  body 
corporate  might  legally  act  under  its  authority,  with 
the  exception  of  that  part  which  gives  the  mayor,  bailiff, 
and  burgesses  the  power  of  election.  Rex  v.  Vice^Chanr- 
ceOor  of  Cambridge,  (a) 

Because  the  charter  of  Charles  the  Second  gave  to  the 
mayor,  bailifis,  and  burgesses  the  power  to  elect  bur- 
gesses, and  the  usage  exercised,  both  before  and  since 
the  charter,  in  the  election  of  burgesses  by  the  mayor, 
aldermen,  and  bailifis,  or  the  mayor  and  common 
council,  as  set  forth  in  the  first  and  second  pleas,  is 
consistent  with  the  express  language  of  the  charter,  the 
mayor,  aldermen,  and  bailiffs,  being,  in  fact,  mayor, 
bailiffi,  and  burgesses,  and  the  language  mayor,  bailiffii, 
and  burgesses  being  only  used  as  descriptive  of  the  cor- 
porate name. 

Because  this  being  a  charter  of  confirmation,  the 
ancient  usage  of  the  borough,  for  the  mayor  and  com- 
mon council  only  to  elect,  which  is  a  mode  of  exer- 
cising that  right  by  the  corporation  at  large,  is  not 
superseded. 

The  opinion  of  the  Judges  was  then  requested  upon 
the  fc^owing  question: — Whether  the  bye-law  con- 
tained in  the  third  plea  was  a  legal  and  valid  bye-law, 
regard  being  had  to  the  terms  of  the  charter  of  the 
borough  of  Chepping  Wycombe  ? 

Having  taken  time  to  consider,  they  delivered  their 
opinions  seriatim  on  Tuesday  the  16th  of  February  18S0, 
and  on  Wednesday^  July  21,  following.  Lord  Tenterden 
delivered  the  final  judgment  of  the  House  of  Lords. 

(a)  3jBtfrr.z647' 

J.  Parke 
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J.  Parke  J.  The  question  which  your  Lordships 
have  been  pleased  to  state  for  the  opinion  of  the  Judges, 
^^  may  be  conveniently  divided  into  two  branches;  and  I 

Webtwood.  propose  to  consider  first,  Whether  this  bye-law  would 
have  been  good  if  the  charter  of  Charles  II.  mentioned 
in  the  pleadings,  had  given  no  power  of  making  bye- 
laws  to  the  select  body:  and,  secondly.  Whether  the 
provisions  of  that  charter  in  this  respect,  destroy  the 
power  of  making  this  bye-law,  which  the  corporation  at 
large  would  otherwise  have  possessed. 

It  is  a  legal  incident  to  every  corporation  to  have  the 
power  of  making  bye-laws,  regulations,  or  ordinances, 
relative  to  the  purposes  for  which  such  corporation  is 
instituted:  and  that  power  is  primd  facie  to  be  exer- 
cised by  the  body  at  large.  Suttoti*s  Hospital  case  (a), 
Corporation  of  Feltmakers  v.  Davis,  (i)  The  body  at 
large,  therefore,  must  in  this  case  be  taken  to  have  ori- 
ginally possessed  that  power:  and  it  is  stated  in  the 
plea,  to  which  your  Lordships'  question  refers,  that  the 
mayor,  bailiffs,  and  burgesses  at  large  being  duly  as- 
sembled, made,  for  the  better  rule  and  government  of 
the  borough,  an  ordinance  or  bye-law,  by  which  it  was 
provided,  ^^  That  the  mayor  and  common  council  men 
of  the  borough,  or  the  major  part  of  them,  should  by 
themselves,  and  without  the  concurrence  or  assist- 
ance of  the  rest  of  the  burgesses,  elect  such  persons  to 
be  burgesses  as  to  them  should  seem  meet."  The  first 
part  of  the  question  relates  to  the  legality  and  validity 
of  this  bye-law. 

It  was  decided  in  the  Case  of  Corporations  (c),  by  all 
the  Judges  of  England^  after  great  deliberation,  That 
the  body  at  large  of  a  corporation  having  a  power  to 
make  laws,  ordinances,  and  constitutions  for  the  better 
government  and  order  of  their  boroughs,  may,  for  avoid- 

(a)  10 Rep.  21  L  (&)  iB.&P.ioo.  (c)  j^Rep.jyb. 

ing 
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ing  popular  confusion,  by  their  common  assent,  con-        1830l 
stitute  and  ordain,  that  the  mayor  or  other  principal     1.     -   ~' 
officers  shall  be  elected  by  a  selected  number  of  the  9. 

principal  of  the  commonalty  or  burgesses;   and  such    Westwood. 
ordinance  and  constitution  was  resolved  to  be  good  and 
allowable,  and  agreeable  with  their  law  and  their  char- 
ters for  avoiding  of  popular  disorders  and  confusion. 

The  same  doctrine  b  established  and  supported  by 
all  the  subsequent  decisions  from  that  period  to  the 
present  time.  In  the  case  of  the  Corporation  of  CoU 
Chester  {a\  it  was  held,  that  by  a  bye-law,  by  the  com- 
mon consent  of  all,  elections  of  corporate  officers  might 
be  made  by  fewer  numbers.  The  same  doctrine  is  laid 
down  by  Mr.  Justice  Eyres  in  the  King  v.  Larwood  {b\ 
by  Lord  Hardwicke  in  Rex  v.  Tomlyn  {c) ;  and  was  ad- 
mitted in  the  Maidstone  cases,  Bex  v.  Spencer  {d\  Rex 
V.  Cutlmsh.  (e)  The  two  cases  of  Rex  v.  AshweU{g\  and 
Rex  ▼.  Bird  (A),  are  authorities  to  the  same  effect,  and 
folly  establish  the  legality  of  a  bye-law  by  the  body  at 
lai^e,  limiting  tlie  exercise  of  the  power  of  election  to  a 
part  of  the  burgesses  themselves. 

It  must,  therefore,  be  considered  as  a  settled  rule  of 
law,  that  the  whole  body  may,  by  such  a  bye-law,  dele- 
gate the  right  of  election  of  corporate  officers  to  a  part 
of  themselves.  It  would  be  dangerous  to  the  peace 
and  security  of  many  corporations  to  break  in  upon 
this  role. 

Bat  it  is  said  there  is  a  difference  between  elections 
of  corporate  officers,  who  are  of  a  definite  number,  and 
whose  places  are  merely  to  be  filled  up ;  and  of  bur- 
gesses, whose  number  is  indefinite;  and  that  the  bye- 

{a)  3  Bulst.  71.  (e)  4  Burr.  1204* 

(b)  Comb,  SI 6,  (g)  i%Easty%%, 

{e)  Caj.  Temp.  Harii<w.s^6.  (b)  13  Eajtf  367. 
(d)  3  Burr.  1827. 

Vol.  VII.  C  law, 
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law,  though  reasonable  in  the  former,  is  in  the  latter 
(^ase  unreasonable.  That  its  tendency  is  to  diminish 
the  numbeip^  of  burgesses,  and  keep  it  below  that  of  the 
\fnrf^ofif^  common  council,  and  thus  vary  the  constitution  of  the 
boroiigh. 

I  do  pot,  however,  think  that  it  is  the  necessart/  con- 
sequence of  such  a  bye-law,  that  the  number  of  bur- 
gesses will  be  diminished.  It  may  or  may  not  happen' 
that  the  part  to  which  the  power  is  delegated,  will  limit 
the  number  of  ordinary  freemen;  if  they  do  so  im- 
properly, it  is  in  the  power  of  the  majority  to  repeal  the 
bye-lawj  afid  put  a  stop  to  the  mischief:  and  it  may  be 
observed,  that  there  is  as  much  chance  at  least  that  the 
burgesses  at  large,  if  there  were  no  bye-law,  would,  in 
order  to  make  the  franchise  of  each  more  valuable, 
permit  the  number  of  ordinary  freemen  to  be  reduced. 
Further,  in  the  case  of  the  King  v.  Bird,  it  was  held 
by  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  that  the  rule  was  as 
much  applicable  to  the  election  of  common  burgesses, 
as  of  the  higher  officers  of  the  corporation.  It  has  been 
said,  indeed,  that  the  bye-law  for  the  election  of  bur- 
gesses might  be  good  in  that  case,  as  the  sao^e  mischief 
would  not  result  from  it;  because  by  the  constitution  of 
the  particular  borough  in  question  in  that  cas^f  {Not- 
tingham)j  persons  had  inchoate  rights  by  birth  and 
servitude,  and  these  persons  were  sufficient  to  provide 
for  the  succession  in  the  corporation ;  but  that  circum- 
stance makes  no  difference,  as  it  seems  to  me,  in  the 
principle  of  the  bye-law,  it  only  diminishes  the  degree  of 
mischief  arising  from  its  adoption.  If  it  be  bad,  where 
the  only  supply  is  by  the  election  of  the  burgesses, 
because  it  has  a  tendency  to  diminish  that  sup[^ly,  it 
must  be  bad  for  the  same  reason,  if  that  be  one  of  the 
sources,  for  it  tends  to  diminish  it  It  is  equally  mis- 
chievous in  its  principle^  and  equally  a  violation  of  the 

spirit 
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spirit  of  the  constitution  of  the  borough,  if  it  improperly        1B30. 
afiects  any  means  provided  by  that  constitution,  for  the     r^^  f^mo 
continuance  of  the  succession  of  members.    My  opinion,  ir. 

therefore,  is,  that  a  bye-law,  by  the  burgesses  at  large, 
delegating  the  right  of  election  to  a  select  number  of 
themselves,  is  a$  valid  in  point  of  law,  where  it  relates 
to  the  election  of  freemen,  as  to  that  of  officers ;  and 
that  it  makes  no  difference,  whether  the  election  of  free- 
men be  the  onhf  means  of  continuing  the  corporation 
or  noL 

The  remaining  consideration  upon  this  branch  of  the 
question  is,  Whether  the  persons  on  whom  the  bye-law 
in  th»  .present  case  confers  the  right  of  election,  are  a 
part  of  the  bniguw^u  at  large,  so  as  to  bring  this  case 
within  the  rule  lai(fldown  ?  The  bye-law  confers  it  on 
the  mayor  and  common  council,  tfmc  is,  the  mayor, 
bailifl^,  and  twelve  aldermen ;  all  these  officerMu^  taken 
mediately  or  immediately  from  the  burgesses^  and  in 
consideration  of  law,  still  continue  bui^esses.  The 
aldermen,  when  ekcted,  are  stiH  burgesses,  though  they 
are  also  clothed  with  additional  authority,  and  have  in 
their  character  of  aldermen,  functions  which  common 
burgesses  do  not  possess.  In  the  meeting  of  the  whole 
body  they  are  burgesses  only ;  if  they  are  absent,  the 
proceedings  are  valid ;  and  if  present,  they  act  and  vote 
as  burgesses  only.  A  delegation,  therefore,  of  this* 
authority  to  the  common  council,  is  a  delegation  to  the 
mayor,  bailif&,  and  twelve  burgesses,  or,  in  other  words, 
to  a  part  of  the  burgesses  at  large.  The  bye-law  in 
question  is,  for  these  reasons,  in  my  opinion,  legal  and 
valid,  if  the  body  at  large  had,  at  the  time  it  was  made, 
a  power  to  make  it. 

The  second  branch  of  the  question  is.  Whether  the 
provisions  of  the  charter  of  Charles  II.  destroy  the 
power  of  making  this  bye-law,  which  the  burgesses  at 

C  2  large 
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1830.       large  would  otherwise  hare  possessed  ?  Thb  is  a  point  of 

L.    V-         raore  doubt  than  the  former ;  but,  on  the  best  consider- 
Thc  King  .... 

9.  ation  I  have  b6en  able  to  give,  my  opinion  is,  that  since 

Westwood.  xhe  acceptance  of  that  charter,  no  other  persons  than 
the  select  body  could  make  bye-laws,  at  least  bye-laws 
relative  to  election,  and,  consequently,  that  the  burgesses 
at  large  were  not  competent  to  make  this. 

The  power  of  making  bye-laws  is  incident  to  a  cor- 
poration ;  that  is,  when  the  crown  creates  a  corporation, 
it  grants  to  it,  by  implication,  all  powers  that  are  neces-^ 
say  for  carrying  into  effect  the  objects  ibr  which  it  is 
created,  and  securing  a  perpetuity  of  succession :  upon 
the  legal  principle  which  is  expressed  in  the  maxim,  -^ 
*^  Qui  concedit  aliquid  concedere  videtur  ei  id,  sine  quo  res 
ipsa  esse  non  potest  J*  A  discretionary  power  somewhere 
to  make  minor  regulations,  usually  called  bye-laws,  in 
order  to  effect  the  objects  of  the  charter,  is  necessary^ 
and  is,  therefore,  impliedly  granted  by  the  crown ;  and 
if  no  select  body  is  appointed  to  exercise  it,  this  discre* 
fionary  power  must  be  in  the  body  corporate  at  large. 
But  though  it  is  necessary  that  there  should  be  a  power 
to  make  bye-laws,  it  is  not  necessary  that  there  sliould 
be  a  power  to  make  any  partiadar  bye^w ;  still  less  to 
make  this  bye-laWj  or  any  one  of  a  like  nature,  delegating 
the  power  of  election  from  all  to  a  part.  Such  a  bye*^ 
law  is  reasonable,  and,  therefore,  valid ;  but  it  is  not 
essential  or  necessary  to  a  corporation  that  it  should  be 
made,  or  that  there  should  be  in  that  corporation  a 
power  to  make  it.  When  it  is  considered  that  the 
burgesses  at  large,  instead  of  delegating  the  authority 
to  elect  to  the  higher  classes  of  the  body  corporate, 
might  give  it  to  three  or  four,  or  some  otlier  definite 
number  of  the  lowest  order  of  freemen  exclusively, 
will  it  be  said  that  a  power  to  make  such  a  regulation  is 
essential  and  necessary  to  the  existence  of  a  corporation  ? 

There 
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There  are  many  corporations  which  exist,  and  are  car-  ISSO* 
ried  on  without  it,  and  I  cannot  see  any  reason  why  it  L.  \^^ 
should  be  so  considered.  ^ 

I^  then,  such  a  power  be  not  essential  and  necessary,  Wbtwooix 
it  would  not  exist  by  necessary  implication  in  the  body 
at  hurge  of  the  corporation  which  the  crown  should 
create  for  the  Jirst  time,  where,  by  the  charter,  it  ex- 
pressly gives  a  power  to  a  select  body  to  make  bye-laws 
generally  without  restriction ;  and  in  such  a  charter  the 
express  power  given  to  a  select  body  to  make  bye-laws 
would  be  inconsistent  with  a  power  to  make  bye-laws 
m  the  body  at  large :  for  there  could  not  be  two  bodies 
in  the  same  corporation,  alike  authorised  to  make  regu- 
lations, otherwise  it  would  be  impossible  for  those  who 
owed  obedience  to  them  to  know  which  of  the  two 
sboold  be  obeyed.  This  affirmative  power,  therefore, 
in  such  a  case,  would,  in  legal  language,  tell  the  implied 
power  incident  to  the  corporation ;  in  other  words,  no 
power  in  the  corporation  at  large  would  pass  by  im*^ 
plication  by  the  king^s  grant. 

I  concede  that  the  select  body  would  have  no  right  to 
make  this  ordinance,  or  any  other  of  the  same  nature, 
by  which  the  common  burgesses  would  be  deprived  of 
their  right  of  voting  given  by  the  charter  to  them,  upon 
the  principle  laid  down  in  the  Maidstone  cases  to  which 
I  have  referred  ,*  but,  unless  it  is  essential  and  necessary, 
to  a  corporation  that  a  bye-law  of  that  nature  should  be 
made,  or  that  there  should  be  a  power  to  make  it,  it 
does  not  follow  that  the  whole  body  would  have  it ;  and 
as  I  think  I  have  shewn  that  it  is  not  essential  and  neces^ 
sary,  the  whole  body  would  not  have  it 

And  if  the  general  body  of  burgesses  would  not  pos* 
sess  this  power  in  a  corporation  newly  erected  by  such 
a  charter  giving  an  unlimited  power  to  make  bye-laws, 
on  the  above  ground ;  if  this  affirmative  power  in  such 

C  3  case 
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1830.       case  implies  a  negative  of  all  others  ;  it  follows,  that  if 

V^  i^       a  prescriptive  or  existing  corporation  accept  a  charter 

fy.  containing  such  a  provision,  the  power  already  belonging 

Westwood*   to  the  entire  corporation  would  cease ;  forit  would  be  just 

as  inconsistent  in  this  as  in  the  other  supposed  case,  that 

there  shonld  be  two  bodies  at  tlie  same  time  in  the  same 

corporation  possessing  the  same  power. 

It  is  this  inconsistency,  or  implied  negative,  which 
appears  to  me  to  distinguish  the  present  case  from  those 
which  have  been  cited  in  argument  at  your  Lordships' 
bar,  iknd  in  the  court  below.  In  the  case  referred  to 
from  1  Roll.  Abr.  518.  {Corporations),  a  clause  in  a 
charter  declaring  it  to  be  lawful  for  the  mayor  and 
aldermen,  on  a  vacancy  of  the  office  of  alderman,  to 
elect  another  within  eight  days,  is  not  inconsistient  with 
a  power  to  elect  at  any  time,  and  such  a  power  is 
incidental  to  a  corporation ;  that  is,  it  is  necessary 
it  should  exist,  in  order  to  carry  the  purposes  of 
the  charter  into  effect  So  in  Rex  v.  Bird,  the  right 
given  affirmatively  by  prescription  to  apprentices  to  be 
admitted  burgesses,  was  not  inconsistent  with,  and, 
therefore,  did  not  destroy  the  implied  right  in  the 
corporation  to  continue  itself  by  election :  and  in  Had'' 
doclds  case  (a),  the  charter  contained  no  provision  in- 
consistent with  the  prior  existing  right  in  the  corporation, 
to  remove  officers  for  misconduct,  and  therefore,  such 
right  remained. 

For  the  position  I  have  laid  down  there  is  the 
authority  of  Lord  Mansfield  in  the  King  v.  Head  (i), 
who  states,  *'  that  the  body  at  large  had  no  power  to 
make  bye-laws,  because  that  power  was  by  the  charter 
given  to  the  common  council,  consisting  of  the  mayor 
and  aldermen ;  and  the  common  council  could  not,  by  a 

{a)  Sir  7.  Rajm.  435.  (b)  4  Burr.  %s^S* 

bye- 
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bye-law,  take  away  from  the  body  at  large  the  right  of       18S0. 
electmi  which,  tb^  charter  had  vested  in  the  whole  body."     tT^'^Sio 
It  is  true,  that  .the  case  was  decided  on  another  point,  «/ 

but  the  opinion  there  given  appears  to  me  to  be  founded    W^ssrwooa 
on  the  clearest  principles. 

For  these  reasons,  I  conclude,  that  if  a  new  charter, 
giving  to  a  particuliu:  body  the  power  of  making  bye- 
laws  generally,  be  accepted  by  an  existing  corporation,' 
it  takes  aw|iy  the  right  of  making  such  bye-kws  which 
it  previously  possessed. 

But  if  the  new  charter  gives  only  th^  power. to  the 
select  body  of  making  them  in  certain  particnlar  c^ses, 
or, on  certiun  particular  subjects,  it  takes  away  the  right 
in  tbpsie  particular  cases  and  on  those  particular  subje<^ 
only ;  but  ijt  does  take  away  from  the  whole  body  the 
power  of  legislation  on  those  subjects  with  respect  to 
whidi  it  ^^resthe  power  to  a  part.  - 

The  question  then  resolves  itself  into  this :  Whether 

« 

the  charter  refer|?ed  fo  does  give  to  the  common  qounoil 
the  right  to  ou^e  bye-laws  in  all  cases,  and  on  all  subjects, 
or  in  all  cases  touching  election  ofburgesses,  or  on  the  sub- 
ject of  election  of  burgesses  (for  the  reasoning  would  in 
that  case  be  preci^Iy  the  same),  or  in  certain  particular 
cases»  and  on  certain  subjects,  not  including  these 
elections.  .  This  is  a  question  of  construction^  and, 
like  all  cases  of  the  same  nature,  different  minds  may 
form  different  opinions.  It  appears  to  me,  however, 
upon  the  best  consideration  I  have  been  able  to  bestow, 
that  the  crown  meant  by  that  charter  to  give  a  general 
power  as  to  all  corporate  matters,  elections  included,  to 
the  select  body;  at  all  events,  a  power  to  make  bye- 
laws  on  the  subject  of  election  of  burgesses. 

The  words  of  the  charter  are  these :  —  "  And  further, 
we  will,  and  by  these  presents  for  us,  our  heirs  and  suc- 
cessors, grant  to  the  aforesaid  mayor,  bailiffs,  and  bur- 

C  4  gesses 
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1880.        gesses  of  the  borough  aforesaid,  and  their  successors, 
T^!  JCnc       ^^^  ^^^  mayor,  bailiffs,  and  twelve  capital   burgessea 
^.  aforesaid,  and  their  successors  for  the  time  being,  or  the 

Westwoqd.  major  part  of  them  (of  whom  the  mayor  for  the  time 
being  we  will  to  be  one),  may  and  shall  have  full  power 
and  authority  to  frame,  constitute,  ordain,  and  make 
such  reasonable  laws,  statutes,  and  ordinances  whatso- 
ever, as  to  them  shall  seem  to  be  good,  wholesome, 
useful,  honest,  md  necessary,  according  to  their  sound 
discretions,  for  the  good  rule  and  government  of  the 
burgesses,  artiBcers,  and  inhabitants  of  the  borough 
aforesaid  for  the  time  being,  and  for  declaring  in  what 
manner  and  order  the  aforesaid  mayor,  bailiffs,  and  bur- 
gesses, and  the  artificers,  inhabitants,  and  residents  of 
the  borough  aforesaid,  shall  have,  carry,  and  use  them-^ 
selves  in  their  offices,  mysteries,  and  business  within  the 
same  borough  and  the  limits  thereof  for  the  time  being; 
and  otherwise  for  the  farther  good  and  public  utility  and 
rule  of  the  same  borough,  and  the  victualling  of  the 
same  borough,  and  also  for  the  better  preservation, 
government,  disposition,  letting,  demising  of  lands, 
tenements,  possessions,  revenues,  and  hereditaments  to 
the  aforesaid  mayor,  bailiffs,  and  burgesses,  and  their 
successors,  by  these  presents  or  otherwise  given,  granted, 
assigned,  or  confirmed,  or  hereafter  to  be  given,  granted, 
assigned,  and  other  things  and  causes  whatsoever  touch- 
ing or  in  anywise  concerning  the  borough  aforesaid,  or 
the  state,  right,  and  interest  of  the  same  borough." 

The  charter  appears  to  contain  an  entire  scheme  of 
government  for  the  borough. 

This  provision  gives  a  power  to  regulate  persons,  not 
members  of  the  corporation ;  such  as  the  artificers,  and 
inhabitants,  and  residents  in  the  borough ;  and  to  make 
regulations  touching  other  than  corporate  matters,  as 
victualling  of  the  borough ;  and  for  that  purpose  express 

provisions 
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provisions  were  necessary,  as  none  such  could  be  inn        IBSO. 
plied  or  authorised  by  the  general  words ;  and  that  coih 
sideration  accounts  for  the  introduction  of  these  subjects 
by  name.  Wxbtwood. 

The  provision  also  gives  expressly  what  otherwise 
would  have  been  incident  to  the  corporation  at  large,  a 
power  to  regulate  the  lands  of  the  body ;  and  perhaps 
the  particular  mention  of  this  subject  was  made  to 
remove  all  doubts  whether  the  general  words  which  are 
used  would  have  been  sufficient.  But  the  mention  of 
these  particulars  appears  to  me  in  no  way  to  control  of 
affect  the  construction  of  the  other  very  large  and  com« 
piehensive  words  used  by  the  charter;  and  I  cannot 
help  thinking  that  the  crown  certainly  meant  to  autho- 
rise the  select  body  to  make  bye-laws  generally,  relative 
to  the  corporation,  or,  at  least,  relative  to  the  corporate 
character  and  duties  of  burgesses,  in  making  elections 
of  burgesses  and  cor(X)rate  officers. 

The  clause  in  question  empowers  this  body  to  make 
laws,  statutes,  and  ordinances  **  for  the  good  rule  and 
government  of  the  burgesses  for  the  time  being,  and  fot 
declaring  in  what  manner  and  order  the  burgesses 
should  behave,  conduct,  and  carry  themselves  in  their 
offices,  and  otherwise  for  the  further  good  and  public 
advantage  and  rule  of  the  same  borough."  I  own  it 
appears  to  me  very  difficult  to  say  that  regulations  for 
the  conduct  of  the  corporation  itself  and  its  members  in 
all  cases,  are  not  authorised  by  these  words;  for  the 
corporation  is  created  expressly  for  the  better  govern- 
ment, rule,  and  improvement  of  the  borough;  and 
whatever  ordinances  are  made  for  the  good  conduct  and 
efficiency  <^  the  ruling  body,  may,  in  a  sense,  be  con- 
sidered as  made  for  the  good  and  public  advantage  and 
rule  of  the  borough.  But  can  there  be  any  reasonable 
doubt  that  these  large  words  authorise  an  ordinance 

regulating 
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1^^*  r^i^I^tipg.  die  mode  of  corporate  elections?  Is  not 
^[^g^  fiwb;  ^  ordiwflce  one  "  for  the  good  rule  and  govern- 
y^  roent;  )of  thi^,  burgesse3j  and  for  the  public  advantage 

WB^jvpqp.  andruJeofthebgrpMgh?"  In  the  Case  of  Cc^rpom^ttw^, 
XiO^d  Cpkf  expressly  s^ys,  that  a  bye-law  similar  to  that 
in  t^  ca$^  may  be  made  where,  by  their  charters,  the 
bqdyet  l^rge  ^^  have  power  given  them  to  make  laws, 
ordinances,  and  constitutions  for  the  better  government 
and  .p;:fler  of  their,  cities  or  boroughs;"  and  the  very 
byi^Jawip,  ^e  third  plea. is  stated  in  the  pleadings  to  be 
made  *^  foi:,  tl^e  \^eU^  rule  and  government  of  the 
]i)f](rQi^h  tquphing.and  concerning  the  election  of  bur- 
gfsiss^  fqxr^the  said  borough."  Besides^  it  i^  by  .no 
i][i^^^aas  cje^,  that  the  words  which  give  power  to  make 
Statute  d^t^i^S  ^  what;  manner  the  burgesses  should 
conduct  themselves  in  their  offices,  do  not  give  power  Co 
make  a  bye-law  directing  them  how  they  were. >to. con- 
duct themselves  in  that  part  of  their  office  which  relates 
to  the  /election  of  new  burgesses.  At  all  events,  I  am 
satisfied  that  all  .such  regulations  would  be  aathorised  by 
the  concluding  general  words,  which  give  a;  power  to 
make  laws  in  *^  other  matters  and  causes  whatsoever, 
touching  or  in  anywise  concerning  theafoj:esaid  borcogh, 
and  the  state,. right,  and  interest  of  the  same  borough;" 
for  it  is,  as  I  think,  impossible  to  say  that  a  regulation 
of  the  governing  body  does  not  touch  and  concern  the 
borough  and  its  .state  and  interest. 

If  the  select  body  then  have  a  power  to  make  regu- 
lations generally,  or  regulations  touching  diections,  it  is 
clear,; if  I  am  right  in  the  reasons  before  given,  that  the 
body,  at  large  have  nonck. 

In  order  to  try  the  question  of  the  construction  of  the 
language  of  the  charter  in  this  respect,  ,let  us  suppose 
that  a  bye-law  was  made  by  the  common  council,  order- 
ing that  elections  of  burgesses  should  be  made  in  the 

town 
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town  hall  after  a  week's  notice,  aild  that  the- 'i!iambi  of 

the  <^Badidates  sbouM  b^  previoadly  pubK^lied,  fri  drddr 

that'dieir  eharactet*s  aud  qualifieati^h^  mfi^t'^'  etl-      'v, 

quired  into  i  and  let  us  itirther  suppose,  thkt  tiie  ototy    Wteri^ooD. 

qoestion  was  as  to  the  validity  of  such  a  bye-law,  vfdtAd 

any  doubt  be  entertained  by  any  court  that  thef  wot*ds  of 

the  charter  authorise  the  select  body  to  nidke  isuch  a 

bye^hur  ?  '  If  it  be  clear  that  they  do,  it  ik  equally  Idlfeiar 

that  die^same  body,  by  the  same  words,  h'fts  apb'wer  to 

make  all  reasonable  bye-laws  on  that'stibjebt,'and  it 

fbUows  that  the  burgesses  &t  large  have  hbn^.  '" 

For  these  reasons  I  am  of  opinion,  tbdt'  &fter  the 
Acceptance  of  the  charter  of  Charles  the'^Sedbndj  tlie 
body  at  large  which  did  make,  had  no  power  to  make, 
any>ye-)awod'the  subject  of  election,  consequently  h<5t 
the  by«4aw  in  question,  and,  therefore,  that  the  bye-law 
is  illegal  and  invalid. 

I  I 

Vaui^hak  B.  The  question  proposed  by  your  Lord- 
ships is,  Whether  the  bye-lAw  contained  in  the  thfrd 
plea  is  a  legal  and  valid  bye-law  ?  It  appears '  to  nie, 
that-having  regard  to  the  mode  in  which  a  bye-law  is 
authorise  to  be  made  by  this  corporation  in  that  plea 
roedtibned,  as  ^ell  as  to  the  object  of  the  bye-law  in 
qoestioo,  it  is  not  a  legal  and  valid  bye-l&w.  In 
considering  the  validity  of  this  bye^law,  there  are  two 
questions  that  present  themselves :  first,  whether  the 
body  at  targe  had  authority,  consistently  with  the  terms 
of  the  charter^  to  make  any  bye-law  ?  Secondly,  ad- 
mitthig  their  authority.  Whether  the  making  this  bye- 
law,  the  object  and  purpose  of  which  was  to  delegate 
the  power  of  electing  burgesses  (which  by  the  charter  is 
given  to  the  body  at  large),  to  the  mayor  and  eommon 
council  only,  so  as  to  make  the  election  by  the  mayor, 
bailiffs,  and  aldermen,  of  the  same  validity  as  an  election 

by 
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1830.       by  the  mayor,  bailiffs,  and  burgesses  at  large,  was  a 
1;^"--*^     legal  act  or  not  ?     Although,  I  think  there  can  be  no 
«.  doubt  that  the  body  at  large  had  no  power  to  make  the 

Wbstwekn).  bye*law,  of  the  validity  of  which  we  are  called  upon  to 
give  our  opinion  ;  yet,  as  the  form  of  the  question  pro- 
posed to  us  by  your  Lordships  respects  both  points,  I  shall 
therefore  address  myself  to  the  consideration  of  them. 

The  objection  which  presents  itself  to  my  mind,  and 
which  I  have  not  been  able  to  overcome,  is,  that  the 
power  of  making  bye-laws  is  by  the  terms  of  this  charter 
itself  not  vested  in  the  body  at  large.  At  common  law 
all  corporations,  whether  existing  by  charter  or  by  pre- 
scription, are  the  creatures  of  his  Majesty,  and  every 
corporation  has  a  power  incident  to  it,  of  making 
reasonable  bye^aws  for  its  order  and  government; 
and  if  the  charter  confers  no  express  direction  on  the 
subject,  that  power  must  be  considered,  in  judgment  of 
law,  as  residing  in  the  body  at  large. 
'  Several  cases  may  be  referred  to  upon  that  point,  but 
one  will  be  found,  RoUe*s  Abr.  513.,  title  Corporations  (O), 
where  it  is  said,  if  the  king  create  a  corporation  of  a 
mayor  and  eight  aldermen,  and  do  not  give  an  express 
power  of  electing  another  his  place,  yet  the  power  of 
election  is  incident  to  the  corporation,  and  they  may 
elect  another  to  the  vacancy.  Corporations  are  at  all 
times  subject  to  the  laws  of  the  realm,  and  are  subordi- 
nate to  them.  This  position  is  further  confirmed  in  the 
case  of  the  city  oi London  v.  Vanack€r.{a)  In  addition 
to  the  authority  of  my  Lord  Raymond^  the  same  prin- 
ciple will  be  found  recognised  by  a  series  of  other  au- 
thorities, which  it  is  not  necessary  to  mention  in  detail ; 
so  that  in  every  corporation  there  is  vested  by  impli<* 
cation,  the  power  of  making  such  bye-laws  as  are  found 

(a)  I  Ld%  Raym,  496. 

requisite 
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requisite  for  managing  and  ordering  the  borough.     Coi>*        ]  8S0. 

sidertn^  therefore,  this  point,  the  conclusion  to  which  my     ]\^  -  *-' 
•  Th#  King 

mind  arrives,  after  much  time  and  careful  consideration,  ^ 

is,  that  wherever  a  charter  confers  an  expreds  power  of   WsnrwooD. 

making  bye>Iaws,  as  to  a  particular  subject,  oa  a  certain 

part  of  the  corporation,  (more  especially  where,  as  in 

this  cas^  those  terms  are  very  general  and  ccmpreiensive^) 

there  is  no  ground  on  which  a  presumption  can   be 

raised  of  an  implied  power  existing  in  the  body  at  large ; 

but  that  such  power  is  expressly  taken  from  that  body, 

according  to  the  rule,  expressum  fadk  cessare  taciturn^ 

I  think    this    conclusion   is  founded  on   reason  and 

authority. 

It  is  not  to  be  forgotten^  in  construing  a  charter,  that 
a  charter  is  an  emanation  from  the  grace  and  favour  of 
the  crown,  and  is  always  to  be  considered  as  expressing 
the  intention  of  the  royal  will ;  and  when  a  corporation 
have  once  accepted  a  charter,  they  are  to  be  considered, 
by  adopting  the  form  of  government  therein  described, 
as  pledging  themselves  to  execute  the  will  of  the  crown 
in  all  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  charter  as  far  as 
they  are  consistent  with  the  law ;  and  that  it  was  com- 
petent to  the  crown,  if  it  so  pleased,  to  have  limited  the 
power  to  the  common  council  or  the  select  body,  wholly 
excluding  tlie  interference  of  the  burgesses  at  large. 

Now  regard  being  had  to  the  charter  itself,  it  must  be 
observed,  that  there  are  many  large  and  extensive  terms 
in  which  this  power  of  making  bye-laws  is  given  for 
the  maintenance,  order,  and  good  government  of  the 
borough;  that  power  is  not  confined  to  a  particular 
object,  or  to  be  exercised  only  on  particular  occasions, 
but  generally,  without  any  saving,  only  that  it  is  to  be 
not  repugnant  to  the  laws  of  the  realm.  It  is  sufficiently 
comprehensive  to  embrace  every  subject  on  which  the 
select  body  could  make  a  bye-law  for  the  benefit  and 
government  of  the  borough  in  all  matters  and  causes 

what- 
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t*SOk        whatsd^i^  touehmg  or  in  any  way  concerning  the  said 
ijj^^^     bM-oligb^  Qt  the  state,  right,  and  interest  of  the  same. 

Ik  '*Bjr  thti  eon^ruction  contiended  for  as  to  the  bye-law 

Yfmnm^M,  thei^wiWrfd'be  an  anomaly,  for  there  might  be*  two 
distinct/ 'bodii^k'  iii  the  same  corporation  making  bye-liaws 
<^thekataiiesDbje<it 

11ite'i^efct1x>dy  have  the  power  of  making  reasonable 
reguMidte  ftft  "die  pi]frpose  of  discussing  and  votings  and 
f6^  hhjM^I^  'fities  fer  the  tion-atte&diuice  of  members. 
If  the  b6dy  at  Ikrge  had  the  power  of  makitfig  Vye* 
Jril^' ti6  r^iiti  the  number  of  electors,  they  might  also 
hatb  the  pidWef  of  regulating  the  mode  of  election,  and 
nladi' meonvehience  might  arise  from  the  clashing  of 
these^iithoi^ties.  It  is  said  that  the  power  of  making 
st^ch  si' bye-law  as  that  under  discussion  must  be  vested 
sbttiewhere ;  that  the  select  body  cannot  exercise  it ;  and 
thfit  the  consequence  of  its  not  being  exercisable  by  the 
select  body  is,  that  it  still  remains  in  the  body  at  large. 
Admitting  the  bye^-law  in  question  to  be  necessary,  I 
ediild  tiot  dissent  from  such  an  opinion,  nor  deny  that 
thte  pdiver  bf  making  a  necessary  bye-law  must  rest 
^6ittewh€ft^.  I  agree  that  whatever  is  necessary  for  the 
ihilinttoance  and  keeping  alive  the  corporation,  ancl 
cbhtihuing  ahd  securing  the  due  succession  of  its  mem- 
bers, if  riot  expressly  secured  by  the  charter,  must,  by 
implication  of  law,  remain  as  incident  to  the  general 
power  in  the  corporation  at  large^  If  necessity  compels, 
necessity  must  excuse. 

But  it  ought  to  be  remembered,  that  in  deciding 
against  the  validity  of  this  bye-law,  on  the  ground  of 
waht  bf  huthority  in  the  body  at  large  who  made  it, 
your  Lordships  will  enforce  one  of  the  most  important 
injurietions  of  the  charter,  namely,  the  continuing  the 
elc^dtidn  of  burgesses  by  the  mayor,  bailiffs,  and  burgesses 
at  large,  and  will  act  in  literal  accordance  with  the 
express  terms  of  it. 

I  have 
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I  have  If ot  disppvered  ia  the  reseaji^cbes  of  coun^  ia(  I'^SOk 
the  ban^  or, in  the ^ftborajte  judgmeiits  d6liyea'e4?ui  4^ 
Court  J)elQw,,  any  ajut^iority  to  justify  and,  coq^rip;  |the 
validity  c^'SL  bye-law  made  under,  similar, cirpwo^^tanf^ 
I  tbink^^t^  as  far  as  they  bear  on  thi^;ques^oi3^,,tl|^ 
tend  to  a  contrary  conclusion.  In  proof  <Qr  tl^Mf  J  wpuld 
ref^ryour  Lordships  to  thecaseoftbeiTingf  v.  if<fatf.:(a) 
That,  your  Lordships  know,  was  an  information  for  the 
usurpation  of  the  office  of  burgess;  the  defendant  ji^sUt* 
fied  under  a.  bye-law  mfide  by  the  mayor  and  i^ermen^ 
'wM  ihfi^  assenl  of  the  commonaUt/f,  U>  «^Void|  pftp^l^  cqu- 
fiision.  Xhe  mayor  and  aldermen  t^ytbem^^liK^  i^ithout 
t^e  coo^mpnaUy,  elected  a  burgess.  By  the..ch^tfflr,Qf 
Queen  Eifzabetkk  the  power  ofmaking  bye-]aw;?.}fa^.giyi^fi 
to  themaypr  ^qd  aldero^en,  as  a  comnon  coupfUf,a^d,th,<^ 
power  pf^e)ectijpg  burgesses  to  the  mayor^  aidev/t^f^  ^4 
commpfal^.  In  giving  judgment,  Lord  M^^gfi^  Qb^ 
served  "  "The;  body  at  large  had  no  power  to  Af)»ke,byer 
laws^  because  that  power  is  by  thei  charter  £iv^i^,  tp,  ,th€ 
coniraon  ,council,  cpnsisiing  pf  th^  mayor  and  alderqi^pj. 
and  the  common  council  could  not  by  a  ,by^rl^w  ta^sje 
away  ffom  the  body  at  large  the  right  of  electipn,;  wh^4^ 
the  charter  had  vested  in  the  whole  body."  B^t,  this 
opinion  pf  ^rd  Man^/fi^/f^  is  considered  by  ope.of^thp 
learned  Judges  in  the  Court  below  as  altpgetber.extrar 
judicial^  ^0^  unnepessary  for  thQ  decision  of  t^f^ca^e, 
which  lie  )ias  det^vmined  on  other,  grounds.;  namely, 
that  the  bye-law  was  not  made  by  the  body  at  large,  bu,t 
by  the  mayor  and.  aldermen  only,  though  with  the 
assept  of  the ,  commpn^lty,^  But  with  gre$^t  respect 
for  the  opinion  of  that  very  able  Judg^f,  I  ^nnpt 
consider  the  opinion  of  L9^d  Mansfield  as  ex|ra« 
judicial,  bi|t  as  f  judgment  called  foif  by  th/^  argu-* 
roent  pf  cpunsel  on  the  point  in  contest .  b;9t\V!e^n  the 

{a)  4  Bum  2515* 

parties. 


as 
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parties.  The  point  to  be  determined  was.  Whether 
a  bye-law  so  made  was  a  valid  bye-law  ?  The  bye-law 
to  have  been  good,  should  have  been  made  by  the  mayor 
and  aldermen,  as  a  common  council.  It  was  virtually 
a  bye*law  of  the  whole  body.  But  it  was  also  invalid  as 
narrowing  die  right  of  election,  and  I  mention  this  case 
as  a  strong  authority  to  shew,  that  notwithstanding  the 
power  of  making  bye-laws  is  given  to  a  portion  of  the 
select  body,  they  cannot  take  the  power  of  electing  bur- 
gesses from  the  body  at  large  and  transfer  it  to  them- 
selves. They  did  not  for  that  purpose  represent  the 
whole  of  the  commonalty ;  it  was  an  abuse  of  the  charter, 
and  it  was  usurping  the  power  of  electing  burgesses 
without  authority. 

But  here  the  whole  corporation  clearly  could  not 
make  bye-laws,  fcnr  the  power  of  making  these  is  given 
to  the  .select  body.  Lord  Macclesfield^  in  the  case  of 
Child  V.  The  Hudson's  Bay  Company  (a),  confirms  the 
same  principle,  when  he  says,  '*  a  corporation  has  an 
implied  power  to  make  bye-laws ;  but  where  the  charter 
gives  the  company  a  power  to  make  bye-laws,  they  can 
only  make  them  in  such  cases  as  they  are  enabled  to  do 
by  the  charter ;  for  such  power  given  by  the  charter  im- 
plies a  negative,  that  they  shall  not  make  bye-laws  in 
any  other  cases.^ 

These  authorities,  and  the  principle  to  be  deduced 
from  them,  apply  to  the  present  case,  in  which  we  are 
called  on  to  give  our  opinion  on  the  construction  of  the 
charter,  upon  which  I  have  so  far  made  up  my  mind  as 
to  say  that,  with  regard  to  this  bye-law,  the  charter  gave 
no  authority  to  the  body  at  large  to  make  it. 

Under  this  impression,  I  shall  spare  your  Lordships 
the  &tigue  of  hearing  many  observations  as  to  the  next 
question,  namely,  Whether,  supposing  the  body  at  large 


(a)  a  P.  Wins,  ^o^• 


to 
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to  have  the  power  of  making  bye-laws,  this  particular  ISSO. 
one  (regard  being  had  to  its  objects)  is  valid  ?  I  have  L.  u.  " 
in  support  of  the  affirmative  of  this  proposition,  very  ^, 

shortly  to  trouble  you.  There  are  certain  rules  and  Westwood. 
certain  authorities  in  the  books  on  corporation  law, 
from  which  it  is  clear  that  a  corporation  cannot  make 
bye-laws  contrary  to  the  spirit  of  the  charter ;  and,  if 
they  do,  they  act  without  authority ;  and  the  reason  of 
the  rule  is  clear,  for  by  so  doing  they  may  narrow  the 
number  of  electors,  which  is  contrary  to  the  intention 
of  the  crown  in  granting  a  charter,  the  object  being  to 
perpetuate  the  corporation.  These  points  seem  to  have 
been  considered  and  settled  beyond  all  doubt  in  almost 
every  corporation  case  that  has  come  under  discussion 
for  more  than  a  century  past.  The  application  of  these 
principles  to  the  particular  case  before  your  Lordships 
gives  rise,  however,  to  considerable  difficulty  when  we 
are  desired  to  consider  the  question  as  to  the  olyect  and 
purpose  of  this  bye-law.  It  must  be  acknowledged  that 
its  direct  object  and  purpose  is  to  reduce  the  number  of 
electors ;  and  if  so,  and  conceding  that  the  effect  of  the 
bye-law  is  confined  solely  to  the  reduction  of  a  pojiion 
rf  the  class  of  electors^  and  that  if  it  went  no  further  it 
might  be  legal,  yet  it  is  further  insisted,  as  an  objection, 
that  the  tendency  of  this  bye-law  is  to  exclude  an 
integral  part  of  the  corporation  from  their  choice  in 
elections,  namely,  the  burgesses,  who  by  the  constitution 
and  government  of  the  borough  have  the  right  of 
election.  In  order  to  determine  the  weight  of  this 
objection,  I  will  refer  your  Lordships  shortly  to  the 
charter  and  the  bye-law.  It  appears  by  the  facts  stated 
iu  the  third  plea,  that  the  charter  was  granted  to  the 
ancient  corporation,  and  that  the  right  of  election  wa& 
tested  in  an  indefinite  number  of  burgesses.  In  whom 
the  power  of  making  bye-laws  vested  under  the  ancient 
Vol.  VIL  D  cor- 
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1830.        corporatioDi  whether  in  the  body  at  large  or  the  seleqt 
Th  K^     body,  does  not  appear;  nor  is  it,  in  my  view  of  the  case^ 
^  material  to  enquire.     Wherever  it  was  Tested,  the  corw 

WC8TW009.    poration  consented  to  accept  the  charter  of  Charles  the 
Second,  and  take  their  direction,  as  to  the  goTemment 
and  making  of  bye-laws,  from  what  was  expressed  oa 
the  face  of  it.     By  this  charter  the  body  of  the  oprf- 
poration  at  large  consisted  of  the  mayor,  bailifi,  and 
burgesses,  incorporated   by  the   name  of  the  mayor* 
bailifis,  and  burgesses.  —  It  is  to  be  observed  in  this 
part  of  the  argument,  that,  for  certain  purposes,   the 
mayor,  bailiffs,  and  aldermen  are  still  to  be  considered 
as  distinct  individual  members  of  an  entire  corporation* 
their  character  of  burgess  not  being  merged  or  extia* 
guished  in  the  higher  office. — The  election  of  burgesses 
by  the  charter  is  in  the  whole  body  corporate^  the  indi* 
vidual  members  of  which  are  to  act  as  members  <^  the 
iDhole  f  that  is,  as  burgesses,  and  not  as  members  of  any 
integral  part.    The  bye-law  in  question  narrows  and  re- 
strains the  exercise  of  that  right,  making  the  election  to 
be  by  a  particular  part  of  the  same  class  of  electors 
instead  of  the  whole.     The  bye-law  applies  to  so  many 
as  for  the  time  being  hold  the  office  of  mayor,  bailiffs* 
and  aldermen.      An   election,  under   this   bye-law,   is 
made  by  the  mayor,   bailiffis,   and  aldermen,   on  tlie 
part  of  the  whole  body  corporate ;  and  that  this  may 
legally  be  done  appears  from  the  authority  of  the  Case 
of  Corporations  {a\   the  Colchester  case  (6),   and  many 
other  cases,  which  have  been  decided  in  affirmance  of 
the  same  principle.     These  cases   have  been  referred 
to  by  men  of  great  learning  on  the  subject  of  corpo* 
ratiotis;  they  have  been  con&rmed  by  experience,  and 
are  now  sanaified  by  time.     It  is  alleged  they  do  not 

(a)  A  Rep.  77-  C^)  3  Bulst.  71. 

relate 
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felate  to  the  election  of  burgesses  at  large^  b«t  I  am  at  A       fSSO. 
loss  to  conjecture  on  what  gtx>und  the  objection  is  made,     l^i-^^ 
I  see  no  reason  why  the  principle  of  the  case  of  Cor^  ^. 

porations  should  not  be  as  applicable  to  the  election  of  WEsrwooit 
byrgesses  at  large^   as  to   the   higher   o£Bcers  of  the 
corporation. 

This  principle  was  recognised  by  H6U  C.  J«  in  The 
King  ▼•  Tomlyn.  {a)   In  The  King  t.  Ashmell  ffi)  it  is  tnie^ 
the  right  of  election  of  aldermen  was  by  the  charter 
given  to  the  mayor  and  burgesses^  and  they  made  a  bye* 
law  restricting  the  rigiit  of  election  to  the  mayor  and  a 
•elect  munber  of  the  burgesses.    On  tlie  face  of  this  bye» 
law,  it  being  fionAned  to  the  election  of  aldermen,  it  may 
be  said  to  fall  within  the  case  cX  corporations^  as  it  related 
to  the  election  of  principal  officers.    But  in  7%^  King  vi. 
Bird  {f\  the  right  of  election  being  gi^en  to  the  whole 
body  corporate  of  mayor,  aldermen,  and  burgesses,  tbe 
mayor  and  burgesses  made  a  bye*law  to  restrain  the  num^ 
faer  of  electors  to  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  eighteen 
burgesses  there  mentioned.    The  bye-law  was  decided  by 
Lord  EUenbora^i,  and  the  whole  Court,  to  be  a  valid 
bye-law.     I  have  not  found  any  decision  whatever  which 
unpngns  that  doctrine.     There  are,  indeed,  the  doubts 
of  Lord  Kemfon,  incidentally  advanced  in  The  King  v. 
Holland (d)  on  tbe  doctrine  in  the  Case  of  Corporations: 
but  he  nev^  went  so  far  as  to  pronounce  such  a  bye* 
hw  itnwdid,  And  liis  doubts  were  in  the  nature   of  a 
protestation,  and  no  more :  he  appears  to  have  reserved 
the  right  of  retaining  his  judgment  unfettered,  until  the 
actual  question  should  arise.     In  Newling  v.  Francis  (^), 
where   one  question  was,  as  to  the  right  of  electing 
an  officer,  that  is,  the  mayor,  where  the  election  was 


(«)  Cas.  temp*  Bardw.  31^  (/)  ^  Eajtf  70. 

(i)   x%EasU%%.  (e)  zT.R.\Z^. 
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18S0.  not  regulated  by  the  charter  of  the  corporation,  a  by«- 
Zr"*^J^  law  was  mad^  to  regulate  it.  And  Lord  Kenyan  says, 
V.  **  The  special  verdict  states  that  there  is  no  prescript 

Wbstwood.  jjyg  mode  of  election ;  it  is  therefore  necessary  to  re- 
sort to  the  bye-law  which  has  regulated  the  election* 
For,  if  the  bye-law  does  not  exclude  those  persons 
who  w^re  intended  by  the  king's  charter  to  con- 
cur in  the  election,  or  does  not  narrow  the  number  of 

.  persons  eligible,  it  may  be  good.  A  bye-law  cannot,  in- 
deed, exclude  integral  parts,  as  was  decided  in  the  Maid" 
stone  case ;  but,  generally  speaking,  within  these  bounds 
the  mode  of  election  may  be  regulated  by  provident  bye- 
laws.  Now  in  the  corporation  of  Cambridge  there  was 
no  other  standard  previous  to  the  charter  of  Charles  IL  ; 
and  i^  prior  to  that  time  the  bye-laws  of  the  corporation 
were  competent  to  regulate  the  mode  of  election,  they 
continue  so  at  this  time,  unless  some  alteration  in  this 
respect  was  made  by  the  charter.  If  that  charter  has 
regulated  the  mode  of  election,  and  is  the  subsisting 
charter  now,  the  corporation  must  conform  to  it."  If 
this  is  the  only  way  in  which  the  opinion  of  Lord 
Kenyan  could  be  called  doubtful,  with  respect  to  the 
propriety  of  a  bye-law  to  restrain  the  number  of  electors, 
I  cannot  allow  that  any  of  the  judgments  delivered  by 
him,  during  tlie  whole  period  he  presided  in  the  Court 

.  of  King's  Bench,  either  bear  directly  or  remotely  on 
the  questions  under  your  Lordships'  consideration. 
Nor  can  it  be  fairly  said,  that  in  any  respect  has  he 
ever  expressed  a  decided  opinion,  that,  supposing  the 
body  at  large  had  the  undisputed  power  of  making 
bye-laws,  it  might  not  legally  have  been  done.     It  is, 

.  however,  true,  that  the  doubts  expressed  by  Lord 
Kenyan  were  considered  by  Lord  Ellenbaraugh  as  resting 
on  no  authority  (a),  and  there  certainly  seems,  in  direct 

(a)  isEajtfSy^. 
>  con- 
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contradiction  to  those  doubts,  a  number  of  decisions  in       1830« 

affirmance  of  the  Case  of  Corporations^  continuing  down     V,^'      ' 
^    ^t  .    ,  The  Kmo 

to  the  present  period.  ^^ 

Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  my  Lords,  I  am  of  opinion   Westwood* 

that  if  the  charter  had  not  conferred  on  the  select  body 

the  express  power  of  making  bye-laws,  but  had  given  it 

to  the  body  at  large,  or  had  made  no  provision  on  the 

subject,  it  would  have  belonged  to  the  mayor,  bailiffs, 

burgesses  in  their  corporate  character;  and  under  these 

circumstances,  the  bye-law  stated  on  the  record,  regard 

being  had  to  the  objects  of  it,  would  have  been  a  legal 

and  valid  bye-law ;  but  the  power  having  been  expressly 

given  by  the  charter  to  the  select  body,  in  most  general 

and  extensive  terms,  to  make  bye-laws,  the  presumption 

of  any  such  implied  power  existing  in  the  body  at  large 

is  efiectually  taken  away ;  and,  therefore,  this  bye-law  is 

invalid. 

Gaselee  J.  My  Lords,  the  question  which  your 
Lordships  have  been  pleased  to  put  to  the  Judges  in 
this  case  is.  Whether  the  alleged  bye-law  stated  in  the 
third  plea  is  a  legal  and  valid  bye-law,  having  regard  as 
well  to  the  power  of  making  bye-laws  in  the  corporation 
in  that  plea  mentioned,  as  to  the  object  and  provision 
of  that  bye-law. 

This  question  subdivides  itself  into  two:  First,  Whe- 
ther, inasmuch  as  the  charter  in  question  invests  a  select 
body  of  the  corporation  with  the  power  of  making  bye- 
laws  in  certain  cases,  the  body  at  large  can  make  any 
bye-law  at  all.  Secondly,  If  they  can,  whether  the  bye- 
law  in  question,  which  it  is  agreed  could  not  be  made  by 
the  select  body,  could  be  made  by  the  body  at  large,  and 
is  a  legal  and  valid  bye-law  ? 

It  is  clear  that  a  power  to  make  bye-laws  is  incident 
to  a  corporation,  and  that  it  is  unnecessary  to  stat  such 
power  either  in  the  charter  or  in  pleading. 

D  S  If 
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ISSQtf  If  it  were  necessary  to  cite  any  authorities  oa  this 

il.    jj^'     part  of  the  case,  I  would  refer  your  Lordships  to  the 

V.  case   of  Sutton's  Hospital  (a\   where  it  is  laid  down, 

WxsmroasK-^  "  That  when  a  corporation  is  duly  created^  all  other 

incidents  are  taciie  annexed."     Amongst  those  ioctdeatS' 

is  Stated  to  be,  *^  to  make  ordinances  that  is  requisite  fior 

the  good  order  and  government  of  the  poor,  &c.  bfitaot 

to  the  essence  of  the  incorporation/' 

And  in  a  mcxlerncase — The  Company  ofFeUmakem 
V.  Davis  {b\  —  it  is  said  by  the  Court,  ^^  The  power  of 
making  bye4aws  is  incklent  to  every  corporation,  either 
by  tiie  body  at  large  or  by  a  select  part  of  it ;  and 
it  is  in  the  latter  ease  only  that  the  power  need  be 
shewn." 

In  the  case  of  7^e  King  v.  Lyme  Regis  (c),  where  an. 
objection  was  taken  that  the  return  did  not  set  out  a 
power  of  amotion,  which  is  also  incident  to  the  body  at 
large.  Lord  Mansjield  said,  ^^They  have  set  out  the 
charter,  and  there  is  no  special  power  thereby  given 
either  to  the  whole  body,  or  to  any  select  parL"  In 
that  case,  the  charter  making  them  a  corporation^  the 
law  implies  the  right  to  remove  to  be  in  the  whole  body» 
And  BuUer  J.  said,  ^*  As  to  the  great  question.  Whe- 
ther it  was  necessary  to  state  that  the  power  of  amotion 
was  in  the  body  at  large,  it  has  been  admitted  that  it  is 
by  law  incident  to  the  whole  body,  if  not  restrained  by 
an  express  grant  to  a  select  part." 

It  being  admitted  that  a  power  to  make  bye-laws  is 
incident  to  the  body  at  large  where  it  is  not  by  express 
words  restrained  to  a  select  part,  I  should  not  have 
troubled  your  Lordships  with  these  authorities,  had  I 
npt  elsewhere  heard  it  objected,  that  the  plea  in  thia 
case  was  bad  in  not  alleging  that  before  the  granting  the 

(a)  10  Rep.  31  ^.  (^)  1  B.ilf  P.  loo.  (c)  Doug.  158. 

charter 
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diarter  in  qnesUon,  either  the  body  at  large  or  any 
select  par^  had  the  right 

Whether  that  objection  will  or  will  not  be  urged 
to-day,  it  is  impossible  for  me  to  say ;  should  it  be  so, 
it  seems  that  the  above  authorities  are  an  answer  to  that 
objection,  and  that  it  will  be  taken  for  granted  the  power 
is  in  the  body  at  large,  unless  the  contrary  is  shewn. 
It  is  observable  too,  on  this  point,  that  in  the  two  cases 
of  the  town  of  NoHingham  hereinafter  cited,  viz.  TAe 
King  ▼•  AskweU,  and  TTie  King  v.  Birdj  no  poweif  of 
making  bye-laws  is  stated  in  the  pleadings,  and  the  bye^ 
laws  were  made  by  the  body  at  large. 

Bat  it  is  said,  that,  inasmuch  as  in  the  charter  in 
question  there  is  a  power  to  a  select  part  of  the  corpor- 
ation to  make  bye-laws,  the  power  is  wholly  taken  away 
from  the  body  at  large,  and  that  they  are  incompetent 
to  make  aify  bye-law.  It  appears  to  me,  however,  that 
this  consequence  does  not  necessarily  follow.  As  far  as 
the  special  power  extends,  it  jpro  tanto  restrains  and  takes 
away  the  general  power ;  bot  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the 
general  power  remains  as  to  those  cases  to  which  the 
qiecial  power  does  not  extend. 

Id  the  case  oS  The  King  v.  Head  (a).  Lord  Mansfield 
bdeed  says,  **  The  body  at  large  had  no  power  to  make 
bye-laws,  because  that  power  is  by  the  charter  given  to 
die  ooomioti  council,  to  the  mayor  and  aldermen ;  and 
the  common  council  could  not,  by  a  bye-law,  take  away 
from  the  body  at  large  the  right  of  election  which  the 
diarter  had  vested  in  the  whole  body. 

The  first  part  of  that  observation  appears  to  have  been 
unnecessary  to  the  determination  of  the  case,  which  was 
decided  on  anoUier  ground,  viz.  that  the  bye-law  was 
not  made  by  tlie  body  at  large,  but  only  by  the  mayor 


igsa 


TheKmG 

Wa8TW0(H)W 


(a)  4  Burr.  %s^5* 
D  4 


and 


CASES  IN  MICHAELMAS  TERM 


issa. 


The  Kino 
Wjbstwcwdi; 


aud  aldermen,  mlh  the  assent  of  the  commonalty j  which 
latter  words  make  no  difference,  as  it  was  held,  the 
commonalty  could  not  be  assembled  to  assent ;  and  it 
was  considered  as  the  bye-law  of  the  mayor  and  alder- 
men only :  and  the  bye-law  was  wholly  insupportable, 
as  it  struck  out  an  integral  body  of  the  electors.  In  the 
case  of  Hicks  v*  The  Borough  ofLaunceston  {a)  it  is  de- 
termined, that  if  the  king  create  a  corporation  of  a 
mayor  and  ^ight  aldeimen^  with  a  clause  in  the  patent^ 
tliat  upon  the  death  or  amotion  of  an  alderman  it  shall 
be  lawful  to  the  mayor  and  other  aldermen,  within  eight 
days  next  after  such  death  or  amotion^  to  elect  another 
alderman  in  his  place,  althoiigh  no  election  be  made 
within  eight  days  after  the  death,  yet  they  may  elect  an 
alderman  at  any  time  afterwards,  for  they  have  power  to 
elect  another  as  incident  to  the  corporation  created  ;  for 
ancient  corporations  have  no  such  clause  giving  power 
to  elect ;  and  this  affirmative  power  does  not  take  away 
the  implied  power  incident  to  the  corporation. 

But  it  is  said,  that  the  words  of  the  power  given  to 
the  select  body  is  sufficient  to  answer  all  the  purposes 
for  which  bye-laws  can  be  made,  and,  consequently,  that 
there  is  notliing  left  upon  which  the  body  at  large  can 
act 

Although  the  words  of  the  power  in  this  charter 
granted  to  the  select  body  are  very  large,  they  do  not 
seem  to  me  to  give  any  autliority  to  make  bye-laws  or 
ordinances  respecting  the  elections  of  officers  or  members 
of  the  corporation ;  and  it  has  been  frequently  decided, 
that  a  select  body  cannot  make  a  bye-law  transferring 
the  right  of  election  from  the  body  at  large  to  them- 
selves. This  must  be  done  by  the  body  at  large,  or  not 
at  all. 


(a)   iRolLAbr.slS' 
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The  first  authority  upon  this  point  is  the  case  of  the  1830. 
Corporation  of  Cokhester  (a),  where  the  whole  Court  held,  V,'  v." 
'*  that  if  there  be  a  popular  election  of  mayor  and  aldermen  ^. 

in  corporation  towns,  and  that  happens  to  create  a  confu-  WEsrwooa;^ 
sion  amongst  them,  this  may  be  altered  by  their  agree- 
ment, and  by  the  common  consent  of  all  to  have  their 
elections  made  by  a  fewer  number,  but  not  otherwise* 
But  if,  by  their  charter,  they  are  to  be  elected  by  them 
all,  then  this  is  not  to  be  altered,  but  by  and  with  the 
general  assent  of  the  whole  town ;  and  so  by  this  means 
to  take  away  confusion." 

So  in  TTie  King  v.  Spencer  (6),  the  charter  of  Maid^ 
stone  directs  the  nomination  and  election  of  common 
councilmen  to  be  by  the  mayor ^jurats^  and  commonalty* 

The  mayor,  jurats,  and  common  council,  who  are 
^npowered  to  make  bye*laws,  made  a  bye-law  reciting 
the  power  given  by  the  charter  for  the  mayor,  jurats,  and 
commonalty  to  elect  common  councilmen  ;  and  that  the 
commonalty  were  very  numerous,  and  their  admission 
to  vote  on  the  election  of  common  council  occasioned 
riots ;  and  therefore  enacting,  that  the  elections  in  future 
should  be  made  by  the  mayor,  jurats,  and  common 
council,  and  such  of  the  common  freemen  who  should 
reside  in  and  had  served  certain  offices  in  the  town, 
without  the  concurrence  of  any  of  the  commonalty. 
The  Court  held  the  bye-law  bad  for  this,  amongst  other 
reasons,  that  the  select  body  authorised  to  make  bye- 
laws  ought  not  to  take  die  power  of  election  from  others 
and  place  it  in  themselves. 

A  similar  determination  was  come  to  in  the  case  of 
The  King  v.  Cutbus/i  (c),  upon  another  bye-law  made 
by  the  same  body  after  their  defeat  in  The  King  v. 
Spencer* 

{a)  3  Buljt.  71.  note  by  Coie  C.J. 

{h)  3  Burr.  z827«  (c)  4  Burr.  a»04« 

Upon 
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18S0«  Upon   that   occasion   the  Court   said,    it  is  made 

Ij"  jj.^       by  a  part  of  the  corporation  to  deprive  the  rest  with- 

^,  out  their  consent     Mr.  Justice  Yates  says,  •*  A  bye- 

Westwooh.    law  made  by  a  part  of  the  corporation  to  exclude  the 

rest  without  their  assent  is  not  good."      The  same 

point  was  decided  in  the  case  of  The  King  t.  Head 

above  cited. 

The  only  remaining  head  of  enquiry  is,  Whether  the 
bye-law  is  legal  and  valid  in  regard  to  the  object  and 
provision  of  the  said  bye-law. 

Before  entering  upon  this  enquiry  it  will  perhaps  be 
desirable  to  call  the  attention  of  your  Lordships  to  the 
terms  and  object  of  the  bye-law,  which  appears  to  bspve' 
been  made  by  the  body  at  large,  and  not  by  a  part  of  it 
only. 

It  is  made  for  the  better  rule  and  government  of  the 
borough,  touching  and  concerning  the  election  of  the 
burgesses  of  the  said  borou^  for  the  time  then  to  come, 
in  order  to  avoid  popular  confusion  and  disorder  in  such 
elections.  It  ordains  **  that  from  thenceforth  the  mayor 
and  common  council  of  the  borough,  or  the  major  part 
of  them,  duly  assembled  together  for  that  purpose  within 
this  borough,  shall  and  may  from  time  to  time,  and  at 
all  times  thereafter,  by  themselves,  without  tlie  concur- 
rence  or  assistance  of  the  rest  of  the  burgesses  of  the 
snid  borough,  elect  and  choose  such  persons  to  be  a 
burgess  or  burgesses  of  the  same  borough,  as  to  them 
the  said  mayor  and  common  council  of  the  said  borough 
for  the  time  being,  or  the  major  part  of  them  so  assem- 
bled, shall  seem  meet." 

The  professed  object  of  the  bye-law  is  the  avoiding 
of  popular  confusion  in  the  elections.  Is  this  a  legiti- 
mate object? 

Upon  this  point,  in  addition  to  the  authority  before 
cited  of  the  Corporation  qf  Colchester  I   would  refer 

your 
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your  Lordships  to  the  Case  of  Cprporatimis  {a\  in  which        1850. 
it  was  resolved  by  all  the  Justices,  upon  great  deliber-     I-    ^~ 
ation  and  conference  had  between  themselves,  that  the  ^. 

ancient  and  usual  elections  by  certain  selected  members  Wibtwoob^ 
of  the  principal  of  the  commonalty  or  burgesses,  com- 
monly called  the  common  council,  or  by  such  like  name, 
and  not  in  general  by  the  whole  commonalty  or  bur- 
gesses ;  although  by  the  words  of  the  charter  the  election 
should  be  indefinitely  by  the  commonalty  or  by  the 
buigesses,  which  is  as  much  as  to  say  by  all  the  com- 
monalty or  all  the  burgesse%  &c.,  were  good  and  well 
warranted  by  the  charters  and  by  the  law  also ;  for  in 
every  of  their  charters  they  have  power  given  to  them  to 
make  laws,  ordinances,  and  constitutions  for  the  better 
government  and  order  of  their  cities  or  boroughs,  &c« 
By  force  of  which,  and  for  avoiding  of  popular  con^ 
Judony  tbey  may  by  their  common  assent  constitute  and 
ordain^  that  the  mayor  or  bailiffs,  or  other  principal 
officers,  shall  be  elected  by  a  selected  number  of  the 
principal  of  the  commonalty  or  of  the  burgesses  as  afore- 
itaidy  and  prescribe  also  how  such  selected  number 
shall  be  chosen ;  and  such  ordinance  and  constitution 
was  resolved  to  be  good  and  allowable,  and  agreeable 
witU^the  law  and  their  charters,  for  avoiding  of  popular 
disorder  and  confusion.  And  Lord  Coke  adds,  ^'  Ac- 
cording to  this  resolution,  the  ancient  and  continual 
usages  have  been  in  London^  Norwich^  and  other  an- 
cimt  cities  and  corporations;  and  God  forbid  tliat 
they  should  be  now  innovated  or  altered,  for  many 
and  great  inconveniences  will  thereupon  arise,  all  which 
the  law  has  now  prevented,  as  appears  by  this  reso-^ 
krtion." 
The  same  points  were  also  decided  in  TJie  King  v< 

(a)  A  Rep. 'Jib, 

Larwoodf 
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1830;        LariDoodt  sheriff  ofNoiunch  {a\  and  The  King  v.  Tomfyr$ 
The  King     ^"^  Others,  jurats  qf  Maidstone  (6),  upon  the  authority 

V.  of  the  above  case  in  Coke. 

W£8Twooa  Tijg  j^gxt  case  with  which  I  shall  trouble  your  Lord-* 
ships  is  that  of  The  King  v.  Ashwell.  {c)  This  case  is  so 
similar  to  the  present,  that  I  feel  myself  called  upon  to 
state  the  particulars  of  it  somewhat  at  length.  It  was 
an  information  against  the  defendant,  calling  upon  him 
to  shew  by  what  authority  he  used  and  exercised  the 
office  of  an  alderman  oi  Nottingham. 

The  plea  stated  that  the  town  of  Nottingham  was  a 
corporation  by  prescription,  and  there  was  an  indefinite 
number  of  burgesses.  That  King  Henry  VI.  by  his 
charter  confirmed  to  the  burgesses  to  be  a  corporation, 
by  the  name  of  the  mayor  and  burgesses.  That  the 
burgesses  should  have,  in  the  place  of  two  bailiffs  of  the 
town,  two  sheriffs,  to  be  chosen  from  themselves  in 
manner  therein  mentioned.  That  the  same  burgesses 
and  their  heirs  might  from  time  to  time  elect  from  them- 
selves seven  aldermen,  for  life,  of  whom  one  to  be  mayor. 
That  on  the  death  or  amotion  of  any  alderman,  the 
mayor  and  burgesses  should  elect  one  other  burgess 
from  themselves  into  the  office  of  alderman.  That  the 
charter  was  accepted. 

It  then  stated  that,  after  such  acceptance,  viz.  on  the 
1st  of  May  1577,  the  then  mayor  and  burgesses  duly  made 
a  certain  reasonable  bye-law,  not  then  extant  in  writing, 
Jhr  the  avoiding  popular  cofifusion  and  tumtdt  in  the  elec-^ 
tioti  of  aldermen,  whereby  it  was  ordained,  that  upon 
the  death,  departure,  or  amotion  of  any  of  the  aldermen, 
*^  the  mayor,  and  certain  of  the  burgesses  of  the  town, 
viz.  the  recorder,  aldermen,  coroners,  common  council- 


(a)  Comb.  316.  (^)  Caj,  temp.  Hardw,  316. 

(c)  XI  Eajtf  %%, 
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taeDj  and  sach  of  the  burgesses  of  that  town  as  had  1830. 
served  or  did  serve  the  office,  of  chamberlain  or  sheriff 
of  the  said  town,  and  called  the  livery  or  cloathing  bur- 
gesses for  the  time  being,  or  so  many  of  them  as  should  Westv/oo^. 
be  duly  assembled  for  that  purpose,  whereof  the  mayor 
for  the  time  being  to  be  one,  or  the  major  part  of  them, 
by  themselves,  and  without  the  concurrence  and  assist- 
ance of  the  rest  of  the  burgesses,  should  elect  one  other 
burgess  from  the  other  burgesses  of  the  said  town  to  be 
one  of  the  aldermen,"  &c. 

After  verdict  found  for  the  Defendant,  a  rule  was  ob- 
tained calling  upon  him  to  shew  cause  why  judgment  of 
ouster  should  not  be  entered  against  him,  notwithstanding 
such  verdict,  founded  upon  an  objection  that  the  bye-law 
stated  in  the  Defendant's  plea  was  unreasonable ;  and, 
therefore,  an   invalid  bye-law   as   taking   the  right  of 
election  of  aldermen  from  the  burgesses  at  large,  and 
confining  it  to  a  select  body  which  did  not  even  require 
the  attendance  of  the  majority  of  the  integral  part  of  the 
corporation  to  constitute   the  elective  assembly*     But 
this  objection  was  over-ruled  by  the  whole  Court.    Lord 
EUenborough  says,  ^*  We  are  called  upon  to  pronounce 
this  bye-law  to  be  void,  as  unreasonable,  because  it  re- 
strains the  right  of  electing  aldermen  to  a  select  body^ 
which  before  was  possessed  and  exercised  by  the  body 
at  large ;  and,  therefore,  it  is  argued  that  it  affords  n 
greater  chance  than  before  of  the  entire  non-attendance 
of  the  electors,  or  at  least  that  there  needs  only  the 
attendance  of  the  mayor  and  one  other,  or  perhaps  two 
other  burgesses,  in  order  to  constitute  a  good  election 
under  it,  and  that  the  chance  of  so  small  an  attendance 
is  greater  under  the  restricted  power  of  election  given 
by  the  bye-law,  than  under  the   extended   right  con- 
ferred by  the  charter.     But  in  order  to  avoid  a  bye-law 
upon  the  ground  of  its  beiujg  unreasonable,  because  of 

some 
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1830.       sonie  inconvenience  that  may  resuh  from  it,  it  should 
^  'J*       appear  to  be  a  probable  inconvenience:   for  one  can 
V.  hardly  predicate  of  any  law  that  some  possible  incon- 

.WssTwaoik  venience  may  not  result  from  iti  but  is  it  likely  to 
happen  ?  Now  this  bye-law  has  existed  for  230  years ; 
and  during  all  this  time»  if  any  inconvenience  had 
resulted  from  it)  it  was  competent  to  the  corporation,  by 
the  same  authority  which  enacted,  to  have  repealed  it* 
But  the  long  continuance  of  a  bye->Iaw,  though  it  would 
not  legalize  it  if  it  were  in  itself  illegal,  is  fair  evidence 
to  shew  that  there  is  no  intrinsic  inconvenience  in  it ;  at 
least,  the  acquiescence  of  the  corporation  in  it  for  abov^ 
two  centuries  is  a  fair  answer  to  any  theoretical  argu* 
ment  of  inconvenience^  especially,  when  it  is  considered 
that  they  might  have  delivered  themselves  from  it  if  it 
existed  at  all,  at  any  hour  of  that  long  period,  by  re^ 
pealing  the  bye-law."  And  Mr.  Justice  Grose  saysj  it 
tias  been  settled  since  the  Case  of  Corporations^  that  a 
bye-law  made  for  the  purpose  of  narrowing  the  number 
of  electors  is  valid  2  the  reason  for  which  is  in  order  to 
prevent  popular  confusion  and  tumult  in  elections,  and 
an  excellent  reason  it  is. 

Mr.  Justice  Bayley  said,  **  But  I  see  nothing  unrea^- 
sonable  in  this  bye-law ;  it  does  not  give  the  right  of 
election  to  those  who  had  no  right  before :  it  does  not 
dispense  with  the  attendance  of  any  persons  whom  the 
charter  expressly  requires  to  attend;  but,  merely  to 
avoid  popular  confusion,  the  corporation  made  a  bye« 
law,  that  the  election  of  aldermen  should  be  made  by  a 
certain  description  of  their  own  body.  And  this  bye^ 
law  only  operates  upon  the  body  at  large  so  long  as  they 
think  fit  to  continue  it :  it  is  liable  to  be  reconsidered 
by  them  at  all  times :  it  only  binds  their  successors  so 
long  as  the  successors  choose  to  be  bound  by  it:  for  the 
same  body  that  made  the  bye-law  may  repeal  it*     Then^ 

the 
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4fae  curcmnstaDoe  that  for  nearly  240  years  no  inconve- 
fliience  has  been  found  to  result  from  it,  is  a  strong 
argument  that  no  inconvenience  is  likely  to  result  from  ^. 

it,  and  therefore^  to  shew  that  it  is  not  unreasonable."        WEsrwodix 

Upon  comparing  the  charter  of  Nottingham  with  that 
in  the  present  case,  they  will  appear  very  nearly  to  cor^ 
respond  as  to  the  point  now  under  consideration. 

The  corporation  is  by  prescription  by  the  name  of 
mayor,  bailiffi,  and  burgesses.  There  has  been  irnme* 
BioriaUy  an  indeSnite  number  of  burgesses. 

The  charter  directs,  that  there  should  be  one  of  the 
most  honest  and  discreet  burgesses  to  be  mayor  to  be 
sworn  in  before  the  last  mayor,  or,  in  his  absence,  before 
the  aldermen  and  the  rest  of  the  burgesses  present  i  two 
honest  and  discreet  burgesses  to  be  bailiffs ;  and  twelve 
discreet  men  to  be  continualiy  residing  in  the  borough, 
who  shall  be  called  aldermen. 

The  aldermen  as  well  as  the  bailiffs  are  to  be  elected 
out  of  the  burgesses.  None  of  them  afler  being  elected 
bailiff  or  alderman  cease  to  be  burgesses ;  they  are  still 


No  integral  part  of  the  body  is  excluded :  no  new 
body  b  introduced.  The  exercise  of  the  power  of  elec- 
tion is  narrowed  to  a  part  of  the  burgesses  themselves^ 
vis.  the  mayor,  bailiffs,  and  aldermen,  who  have  become 
so  out  of  the  general  body  of  the  burgesses. 

But  it  has  been  said,  that  in  all  or  most  of  all  the 
cases  which  have  been  hitherto  cited,  the  bye-law  is  for 
regulating  the  elections  of  an  ofScer,  or  of  persons  who 
must  of  necessity  fill  specific  offices ;  and  that  it  is  a 
very  different  thing  whether  a  bye-law  is  to  say  who 
shall  fill  that  specific  office,  when  that  specific  office  must 
be  filled  by  somebody,  and  a  bye-law  that  shall  vest 
in  a  select  body,  not  the  power  of  saying  who  shall  fill 
the  office,  but  of  saying  if  the  indefinite  body  shall  con- 
sist 
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18S0,        sist  of  five,  ten,  fifty,  five  hundred,  or  any  other  number. 

The  KiKG      ^"  '^^  occasions,  viz.  in  The  King  v.  Ginever  (a),  and  in 

V.  The  King  v.  Holland  {b\  doubts  are  thrown  out  by  Lord 

yTESTWooD.    Kenyan.     But  in   The  King  v.  Bird  Lord  EUenborough 

says  that  no  authority  was  referred  to  by  Lord  Kenym 

for  the  doubt  expressed  by  him,  and  that  all  decided 

cases  were  the  other  way. 

It  seems  to  me,  however,  that  there  is  no  sufficient 
ground  for  this  distinction;  that  the  probability  of 
tumults  and  confusion  is  at  least  equally  great  in  a 
popular  election  of  the  one  kind  as  of  the  other;  and  ia 
The  King  v.  Bird  (c),  which  was  an  information  against 
the  defendant  for  claiming  the  office  of  a  burgess  of  the 
town  of  Nottingham^  this  distinction  was  urged,  but  the 
Court  immediately  decided  against  it« 

It  is,  however,  further  objected,  that  in  the  case  of 
The  King  v.  Bird^  the  election  of  burgesses  was  not  the 
only  supply  of  common  burgesses:  the  eldest  son  of 
every  burgess  born  in  Nottingham^  the  younger  son  of  a 
freeman  serving  an  apprenticeship,  whether  in  Notting^ 
ham  or  not,  and  whether  he  were  a  burgess  or  not,  and 
every  person  serving  a  seven  years'  apprenticeship  in 
Nottingham  to  a  freeman,  was  entitled  at  twenty-one 
to  his  freedom ;  and  that  is  stated  fully  to  secure  and 
provide  for  the  succession  of  a  sufficiently  large  number 
of  burgesses  without  the  addition  of  burgesses  by  elec- 
tions. And  it  is  also  objected,  that  in  this  case  the  bye- 
law  has  a  direct  tendency  to  keep  the  number  of  common 
burgesses  low.  That  the  select  body  have  an  interest  to 
'  keep  the  number  of  common  burgesses  smaller  thaa 
their  own  number,  and  thereby  to  prevent  the  bye-law 
from  ever  being  repealed. 

To  this  I  answer  in  the  words  of  Lord  EUenborough 
in  TTie  King  v.  Ashwell :  "  In  order  to  avoid  a  bye-law 

■ 

ia)  6  r.  R.  73».  (^)  a  Eajt,  70.  (c)  13  Eajt,  367. 

upon 
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upoQ  the  ground  of  its  being  unreasonable,  because  of       18  SO* 

«ome  inconvenience  that  may  result  from  it,  it  should     L,    ;, ' 

*     u  JL  71  •  •  f  u     ji        The  King 

appear  to  be  a  probable  mconvenience,  for  one  can  hardly  ^. 

predicate  of  any  Jaw  that  some  possible  inconvenience    Westwooih 
may   not  result  from  it;  but  is  it  likely  to  happen? 
Now  this  bye^law  has  existed  for  above  230  years^  and  ^ 

during  all  this  time,  if  any  inconvenience  had  resulted 
from  it,  it  was  competent  to  the  corporation,  by  the 
same  authority  which  enacted,  to  have  repealed  it  But 
the  long  continuance  of  a  bye-law,  though  it  would  not 
legalize  it  if  it  were  in  itself  illegal,  is  fair  evidence  to 
shew  that  there  is  no  intrinsic  inconvenience  in  it :  at 
least  the  acquiescence  of  the  corporation  in  it  for  above 
two  centuries,  is  a  fair  answer  to  any  theoretical  argument 
of  inconv^ence ;  especially  when  it  is  considered  that 
they  might  have  relieved  themselves  from  the  inconve- 
nience, if  it  existed  at  all,  at  any  hour  of  that  long  period, 
by  repealing  the  bye-law." 

I  wo'ald  also  say  that  it  by  no  means  follows,  that  that 
which  is  suggested  to  be  a  possible  or  probable  incon- 
venience resulting  from  this  bye-law,  viz.  that  of  keeping 
the  number  of  common  burgesses  below  that  of  the 
select  body,  would  in  fact  be  an  inconvenience.     There 
is  DQ  du^  to  be  performed  by  the  common  burgesses ; 
the  charter  requires  no  particular  numbier  of  them.    All 
that  is  necessary  to  be  done  for  the  good  government  of 
the  corporation  is  to  be  done  by  the  select  body,  whose 
number  is  limited.    Whenever  there  is  a  vacancy  in 
that  body,  they  may  immediately  elect  a  sufficient  num- 
ber of  common  burgesses,  from  whence  the  vacancies 
may  be  supplied,  or  may  be  compelled  by  mandamus  to 
do  so ;  and  with  respect  to  the  supposed  apprehension 
that  the  select  body  may  prevent  there  being  a  sufficient 
number  to  repeal  the  bye-law,  the  same  effect  may  be 
produced  by  the  mayor,  who  is  always  one  of  the  select 
body,  declining  to  call  any  meeting  for  the  election 
Vol.  VIL  E  of 
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18S0.       of  common  burgesses,  except  when  he  shell  think  It 

V,  Upon  these  grounds^  my  humble  answer  to  the  ques'* 

WssTWOOD.  tion  proposed  by  your  Lordships  is,  that  the  alleged  byer 

law  stated  in  the  third  plea  is  a  legal  and  valid  bye-law, 

.    having  r^ud,  as  wdl  to  the  power  of  making  bye^laws 

in  the  corporation  in  that  plea  mentioned^  as  to  the 

object  and  provisions  of  that  bye-'law. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  On  the  first  part  of  your  Lordi^ipsi' 
question,  as  to  the  power  of  this  corporation  to  make 
bye-laws,  I  shall  consider. 

First,  What  are  the  general  powers  of  corporations 
to  make  bye-laws,  independent  of  the  special  provisions 
in  any  particular  charter ;  and  next  I  shall  apply  what 
I  consider  the  law  on  the  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
this  particular  charter. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  but  that,  generally  speakings 
a  corporation  has  a  power  to  make  bye-^laws* '  When 
a  corporation  is  duly  created,  all  other  incidents  aie 
tacitly  annexed.  In  the  case  of  Sution^s  Hospital  (a\ 
Lord  Coke,  in  alluding  to  the  particular  charter,  says 
that  divers  clauses  subsequent  in  the  charter  ace  not  of 
necessity,  but  only  declaratory,  and  might  have  been 
left  out ;  and  then,  in  enumerating  what  these  are,  it  is 
said  in  the  eighth  article,  ^  To  make  ordinances,  that 
is  requisite  for  the  good  order  and  government  of  the 
poor,  &c.,  but  not  to  the  essence  of  the  corporation." 

In  1  Boll.  Abr.  513.  pi.  4k«  it  is  laid  down.  If  the  king 
creates  a  corporation  and  does  not  give  any  express  power 
in  the  letters  patent  to  make  laws,  yet  this  power  is  inci* 
dent  to  the  corporation  and  included  in  their  incorpor* 
ation :  but  these  cases  ought  always  to  be  subject  to  the 
laws  of  the  realm,  as  subordinate  thereto ;  for  a  body  po^ 

(a)  10  Rep»  30  b. 

litic 
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4!tic  itatmot  be  governed  without  laws ;  and  he  cites  Ho^        1 330. 

barfs  Rep.  M5.  And  Hcbatt  C.  J.,  in  Norris  v.  Staps{a)j     L.   'Jj^^ 

says,  '^  Kow  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  power  to  make  v. 

laws  18  given  by  special  clause  In  all  corporations,  yet  it    Wasi'woan. 

b  needless  t  for  I  hold  it  to  be  included  by  law  in  the 

very  ad  of  incorporating,  as  is  also  the  power  to  sellj 

le  piircbase,  and  the  like  z  for  as  reason  is  given  to  the 

aatnral  body  fer  the  governing  of  it,  so  the  body  cot*' 

porate  must  have  laws  as  a  politic  reason  to  govern  it ; 

bnt  those  laws  must  ever  be  subjeet  to  the  general  law  of 

the  realm  as  subordinate  to  it.     And,  therefore,  though 

there  be  no  proviso  for  that  purpose,  the  law  supplies  it. 

And  if  the  king  in  his  letters  patents  of  incorporation  do 

make  ordinances  of  himself  as  here  it  was,  yet  they  are 

whm  subject  to  the  same  rule  of  law."     And  in  The 

Ciij^  9fLmdm  v.  Vanacker  {b)  HoU  C.  J.  says,  ^'  We 

are  of  opinion  that  this  privil^e  of  makuig  bye«-laws 

and  oidinances  is  vested  in  the  city  by  common  right  if 

not  by^costom,  for  that  it  concerns  tbe^ood,  and  better 

geivemment  of  the  city ;  and  every  city  and  town  cot- 

porate  may,  by  an  essential  power  incident  to  their  con- 

stitBtioii,  make  bye-laws  for  the  government  of  that 

body  politic :  and  this  is  the  true  touchstone  of  all  bye» 

laws,  which  ou^t  to  be  for  the  administration  of  the 

government-with  which  they  are  intrusted."     And  then 

be  goes  OQ  to  cite^^rbet  Hobart  C.  J.  says  in  Norris  v» 

Siaps.    In  the  report  of  the  same  case  in  Lord  Say^ 

mtmd  (r)  HoU  C.  J.  says,  ^^  Admittii^  that  the  custom 

could  not  warrant  such  a  bye-law,  jretit  might  be  made 

of  common  right;   for  of  common   right  every  cor* 

jMradon  may  make  a  bye^law  concerning  any  franchise 

graoced  to  them,  because  it  concerns  the-welfare  of  the 

body  politick,  and  is  (as  Hobart  C.  J.  says)  include^. 

(a)  Ab,  SI  I.  (^)   I  ^^  Rajm.  49$. 

(b)  5  MM.  43^*    1  ^  Bujm'  49i^. 

£  2  in 
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.1830.        in  the  very  act  of  incorporation."     **  And  then  if  a 

Th   King     f^^^^^ise  be  granted  to  a  corporation,  it  is  under  a  trust 

V.  that  the  corporation  shall  manage  it  well,  which  cannot 

Westwood.    bg  Jone  but  by  a  bye-law,"     The  same  case  is  to  be 

found  in  other  old  reporters. 

This  then  being  the  general  law  as  to  corporations,  it 
IS  to  be  seen  how  far  that  is  altered  if  there  be  a  charter 
•which  gives  power  to  a  select  body  of  the  corporation 
to  make  bye-laws. 

If  there  be  a  general  power  given  to  a  select  body  to 
make  bye-laws  in  all  cases  whatsoever,  there  can  be  no 
doubt  but  the  right  which  is  incident  to  the  body  at 
large  is  taken  away;  because  the  crown  can  grant  a 
charter  upon  any  terms  that  is  thought  proper;  and  it 
would  be  impossible  in  many  cases  for  the  corporation 
to  go  on»  if  there  were  a  concurrent  power  in  two  bodies 
to  make  bye-laws  on  the  same  subject. 

But  if  the  power  given  to  the  select  body  to  make 

bye-laws  only  extends  to  some  particular  cases,  then  it 

•may  be  questioned  whether  the  general  power  which 

•the  body  at  large  has,  is  altogether  taken  away  by  the 

power  given  to  the  select  body,  or  whether  this  is  only 

•an  abridgment  pro  tanto  of  the  power  of  the  body  at 

large,  and  so  as  that  they  retain  their  power  in  all  cases 

except  in  those  where  the  select  body  have  the  power, 

and  that  that  which  is  untouched  of  their  power  remains 

as  it  was.    And,  in  my  opinion,  the  power  is  only  taken 

away  in  those  cases  to  which- the  right  of  the  select 

body  extends. 

The  law  says,  that  the  power  is  incident  to  the  cor- 
^poration  that  they  may  be  well  governed.  This  well 
governing  must  be  taken  to  extend  to  any  subject  which 
.comes  to  be  acted  upon. 

It  seems  to  me  to  be  quite  obvious  that  it  cannot  be  a 
legal  ground  for  the  construction  of  charters,  that  be- 
cause they  give  power  to  a  select  body  as  to  some  of  the 

objects 
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The  King 


objects  of  the  corporation,  the  body  at  large  are  to  lose        1830.^ 
their  power  as  to  the  others. 

There  may  be  many  reasons  why  in  particular  cases 
the  power  to  make  bye-laws  should  be  taken  from  the    Westwood. 
body  at  large  and  given  to  a  select  body ;  but  such  rea- 
sons: ought  only  to  be  considered  as  applicable  to  the 
particular  cases. 

Why  are  the  body  at  large  to  lose  the  power 
altc^ther,  because  in  some  particular  cases  it  is  thought 
proper  they  should  not  have  the  power  ?  It  may  be 
absolutely  necessary  that  bye-laws  should  be  made  as  to 
those  other  matters;  and  as  it  is  quite  clear  that  the 
select  body  cannot  go  beyond  the  powers  intrusted  to 
them,  the  consequence  would  be,  that  if  the  body  at 
lai^  cannot  make  bye-laws,  nobody  can  do  so;  and 
dien  many  regulations,  which  are  almost  necessary  for 
the  good  order  and  government  of  the  corporation,  would 
be  prevented  from  being  made,  and  nothing  be  done 
upon  them.  In  the  case,  indeed,  of  Child  v.  Htidson*s  Bay 
Company  (a).  Lord  Macclesfield^  then  Lord  Chancellor, 
says,  '*  A  corporation  has  an  implied  power  to  make 
bye-laws ;  but  where  the  charter  gives  the  company  a 
power  to  make  bye-laws,  they  can  only  make  them  in 
such  cases  as  they  are  enabled  to  do  by  the  charter;  for 
such  power  given  by  the  charter  implies  a  negative; 
that  they  shall  not  make  bye-laws  in  any  other  cases. 

^  Thus,  where  the  company  in  the  principal  case  have 
a  power  given  them  by  the  charter  to  make  bye-laws 
£>r  the  management  of  their  trade  to  Hudson^ s  Bay^  this  ■ 
power  implies  a  negative ;  that  they  cannot  make  any 
other  bye-laws.** 

Upon  this  case  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  it  was  a  cor- 
poration established  for  a  particular  purpose,  and  the 
bye-law  tliey  made  was  out  of  the  purpose  for  which 

(a)  %  P.  JVms,  908. 

E  3  they 
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1830.       they  were  incorporated,  and,  therefore,  they  could  not 

oil   icftol     roake  such  a  bye-law. 

^^  Besides  which^  what  is  said  by  Lord  Macdesfield  applies 

WKrwoQ»»  to  a  case  where  the  body  at  large  had  an  express  power 
given  to  make  bye-laws ;  and  whether  thiif  proposition 
be  correct  or  not  it  is  not  now  material  to  consider :  but 
this  is  the  case  of  a  select  body  who  have  no  implied 
power  as  incident  to  their  body;  and  the  question  is. 
Whether  the  power  given  to  a  select  body  is  to  take 
away  the  power  of  the  whole  body  as  to  matters  with 
which  the  select  body  have  nothing  to  do  ? 

In  the  case  of  the  King  v.  Head  (a),  Lord  Man^Uld 
says  (6),  '^  The  body  at  large  have  no  power  to  make 
bye-laws,  because  that  power  is  by  the  charter  given  to 
the  common  council,  consisting  of  the  mayor  and  alder* 
men :  and  the  common  council  could  not,  by  a  bye-law, 
fake  away  from  the  body  at  large  the  right  of  election 
which  the  charter  had  vested  in  the  whole  body." 

The  first  part  of  what  Lord  Matisfietd  there  aays  was 
extra-judicial,  and  in  no  way  necessary  to  the  decision 
of  the  case :  the  power  of  the  body  at  large  did  not 
come  in  question,  for  the  bye-law  was  not  made  by  the 
body  at  large,  but  by  the  common  council  with  the 
assent  of  the  commonalty ;  but  the  assent  of  the  com^ 
monalty  did  not  make  them  a  party  to  making  the  bye- 
law  in  a  corporate  character ;  and  there  the  bye4aw  was 
bad  in  every  way. 

Perhaps,  also,  what  Lord  Mansfield  said  may  not  be 
considered  as  being  contrary  to  the  principle  I  am  now 
stating;  for  there  is  no  doubt  but  that  if  a  charter  gites 
a  power  to  the  common  council  to  make  bye-laws,  the 
body  at  large  cannot  do  it ;  that  is,  they  cannot  in  those 
cases  where  the  common  council  can,  which  may  be  all 
that  Lord  Mansfield  meant :  but  the  point  did  not  arise 

{a)  4  Burr.  4515.  (^)  4  Burr.  »5ai. 

which 
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^ich  I  am  now  endeavouring  to  illastrate;  that  is,        18S0. 
wbether,  if  the  select  body  have  only  a  partial  power,     L^  ' 
the  body  at  large  can  do  it  in  those  cases  to  which  the  ^^ 

power  of  the  select  body  does  not  extend.     These  two   Wesiwooi^ 
cases  then  of  CkUd  v.  Hudsoris  Bay  Company^  and  The 
King  y.  UeaAj  do  not  establish  the  contrary  of  my  pro- 
position. 

Supposing  that  I  am  well  founded  in  the  opinion  I 
have  before  given,  it  is  then  to  be  c<msidered  how  far 
that  proposition  is  applicable  to  the  charter  of  this  cor- 
poration. 

This  corporation  appears  by  the  third  plea,  and  is  so 
admitted,  to  have  been  an  ancient  borough,  and  to  have 
bad  from  time  immemorial  an  inde6nite  number  of 
burgesses ;  and  in  the  sixteenth  year  of  Charles  II.  a 
charter  was  granted  by  that  king  to  this  corporation,  by 
the  name  of  the  mayor,  bailiff,  and  burgesses  of  the 
borough  of  Chepping  Wycombe,  in  the  county  of  BuckSf 
which  charter  they  accepted. 

By  that  charter  there  are  a  mayor,  two  bailiffs,  and 
twelve  aldermen  nominated  and  appointed ;  and  then 
the  diarter  directs,  **  that  the  mayor,  bailiffs,  and  bur- 
gesses of  the  same  borough  and  their  successors,  or 
the  major  part  of  them,  from  time  to  time,  for  ever, 
should  and  might  be  able  to  elect  so  many  and  duch 
other  men,  inhabiting  or  not  inhabiting  within  the 
bbrough  aforesaid,  as  and  which  to  them  should  seem 
most  expedient,  to  be  burgesses  of  the  said  borough. 
Ami  the  said  late  king  further  willed,  arid  thereby  for 
himself,  his  hdrs  and  successors,  did  grant  and  confirm 
to  the  aforesaid  mayor,  bailiffs,  and  burgesses  of  the 
horoi:^  aforesaid,  and  their  successors,  that  the  afore- 
said aldermen  and  bailifis  of  the  borough  aforesaid,  and 
thrir  successors,  should  be,  and  be  called,  the  common 
council  of  the  said  borough,  and  should  be  from  time 
to  time  assisting  and  aiding  to  the  mayor  of  the  said 

£  4  borough 
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borough  of  Chepping  Wycombe^  otherwise  Wicoftibe  afore- 
said, for  the  time  being,  in  all  matters  and  causes  touch- 
ing and  concerning  the  borough  aforesaid.  Aud  the 
Wbstwood.  ~  said  late  king  further  willed,  and  did  thereby  for  himself, 
bis  heirs  and  successors,  grant  and  confirm  to  the  afore- 
said mayor,  baiiiiTs,  and  burgesses  of  the  borough  afore- 
said, and  their  successors,  that  the  mayor,  aldermen, 
and  bailiffs  of  the  borough  aforesaid,  and  the  successors 
for  the  time  being,  or  the  major  part  of  them,  (of  whom 
the  mayor  for  the  time  being,  the  said  late  king  willed 
to  be  one,)  might  and  should  have  full  power  and  au- 
thority to  frame,  constitute,  ordain,  and  make,  from 
time  to  time,  such  reasonable  laws,  statutes,  and  ordi- 
nances whatsoever,  as  to  them  should  seem  to  be  good, 
wholesome,  useful,  and  honest  and  necessary,  according 
to  their  sound  discretion,  for  the  good  rule  and  govern- 
ment of  the  burgesses,  artificers,  and  inhabitants  of  die 
borough  aforesaid  for  the  time  being;  and  for  declaring 
in  what  manner  and  order  the  aforesaid  mayor,  aldermen, . 
bailiffs,  and  burgesses,  and  the  artificers,  residents,  and 
inhabitants  of  the  borough  aforesaid,  should  behave, 
conduct,  and  carry  themselves,  in  their  ofiices,  myste- 
ries, and  business  within  the  same  borough  and  the 
limits  thereof,  for  the  time  being,  and  otherwise  for  the 
further  good  and  public  advantage  and  rule  of  the  same 
borough,  and  the  victualling  of  the  same  borough ;  and 
also  for  the  better  preservation,  government,  disposition, 
letting,  demising  of  lands,  tenements,  possessions,  reve- 
nues, aud  hereditaments  to  the  aforesaid  mayor,  bailifis, 
and  burgesses,  and  their  successors,  by  the  said  letters 
patent,  or  otherwise  given,  granted,  assigned,  or  con- 
firmed, or  thereafter  to  be  given,  granted,  or  assigned ; 
and  other  matters  and  causes  whatsoever  touching  or  in 
anywise  concerning  the  aforesaid  borough,  or  the  state, 
right,  and  interest  of  the  same  borough."  And  the 
charter  afterwards  directs  how  the  future  mayors,  bailiffs,  • 

and 
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and  aldermen,  who  are  to  succeed  the  first  named  of       1830. 
these  officers,  are  to  be  elected* 

These  powers,  thus  given  to  the  common  council,  are 
certainly  very  extensive ;  but,  upon  the  best  consideration  Wasrwoon, 
I  can  give  the  case,  they  do  not  appear  to  me  to  take  away 
from  the  body  at  large  the  power  to  make  the  regulation 
in  question.  Some  of » the  things  over  which  the  com« 
mon  ooancii  held  jurisdiction  relate  to  the  detail  of  the 
government  of  the  borough ;  and  even  if  the  general 
words  should  be  construed  to  go  beyond  that  meaning, 
it  appears  to  me,  upon  the  whole,  that  they  only  apply 
to  the  government  of  the  borough  in  its  state  as  a 
formed  borough,  when  the  various  members  of  the  cor- 
poration are  in  a  state  of  actual  existence^  and  that  it 
does  not  apply  to  the  case  of  introducing  new  persons 
who  are  hereafter  to  become  members  of  the  borough* 
With  these  the  common  council  have  nothing  to  do ; 
the  election  of  them  is  confided  to  a  different  body,  and 
it  cannot  be  supposed  that  the  king,  by  his  charter,  ever 
meant  that  the  common  council  should  have  any  thing 
to  do  in  any  respect  with  the  mode  of  electing  burgesses, 
or  any  r^ulations  respecting  them,  unless  such  power 
had  been  expressly  given  by  the  words  of  the  charter. 
Indeed,  in  7%€  King  v.  Head{a\  which  is  relied  on  to 
shew  that  the  body  at  large  have  not  this  power, 
Lord  Mansfield  says,  '*  The  common  council  could 
not,  by  a  bye-law,  take  away  from  the  body  at  large  the 
right  of  election  which  the  charter  had  vested  in  the 
whole  body,** 

In  The  King  v.  Spencer  {b)  Lord  Mansfield  says, 
^  From  the  cases  cited  or  alluded  to,  it  appears  to  me 
that  where  the  power  of  making  bye-laws  is  by  the 
diarter  given  to  a  select  body,  they  do  not  represent  the 
whole  community,  and  therefore  cannot  assume  to  them- 

(a)  4  Burn  ajai.  (h)  3  Burn  1837. 
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18S0*       selves  what  belongs  to  the  body  at  large;  but  where 

2r^^^     the  power  of  making  bye-laws  is  in  the  body  at  large, 

9.  they  may  delegate  their  rights  to  a  select  body,  who 

WmwooDtf   become  the  representatives  of  the  whole  community." 

And  Mr.  Justice  Yates  says,  ^*  This  bye-law  was  not 

actually  made  by  the  whole  body.'' 

And  though  there  the  principal  reason  for  holding 
the  bye-law  to  be  bad  was,  that  it  was  considered  as 
excluding  an  integral  part  of  the  corporation,  yet  it  seems 
to  have  been  considered  by  the  Court  that  the  common 
council  had  no  jurisdiction  in  such  cases. 

Then,  if  the  select  body  have  no  power  to  make  a  bye- 
law  relating  to  elections  such  as  the  present,  such  a 
regulation  cannot  be  made  at  all  unless  by  the  body  at 
large;  and  this  consequence  would  follow,  that  in  a 
corporation  where  a  select  body  have  power  to  make 
bye-laws  for  peculiar  purposes,  no  such  regulation  can 
be  made  at  all,  and  all  the  inconvenience  of  popular 
tumult  and  confusion  must  exist;  and  one  of  the  powera 
which,  from  the  time  of  the  case  in  Lord  Coke  to  the 
present  time,  has  always  been  regarded  as  belonging  to 
a  corporation,  must  be  lost,  and  cannot  be  exercised. 
And,  independently  of  that  inconvenience,  if  my  former 
opinion  be  right,  that  a  power  to  make  bye-taws  in  par- 
ticular cases  given  to  a  select  body,  does  not  take  away 
the  power  of  the  body  at  large  in  cases  to  which  the 
powers  of  the  select  body  do  not  extend ;  and  if  the 
select  body  have  no  power  to  make  a  bye-law  like  the 
present  to  regulate  the  number  of  electors,  then  it  fol- 
lows, as  a  matter  of  strict  and  direct  reasoning,  that  the 
power  must  remain  in  the  body  at  large. 

But  there  is  another  ground  upon  which  I  think  the 
body  at  large  have  the  power. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  consider  whether  by  the  com** 

mon  law  a  corporation  has  a  right  by  election  to  con- 

nue  its  members,  though  by  the  case  of  The  King  v« 

Bird 
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Bird  (a)  it  should  seem  that  they  have*  But  by  this  1830* 
charter  there  is  an  express  power  given  to  the  cor- 
poration at  large^  to  elect  new  burgesses  out  of  persons 
either  inhabiting  or  not  inhabiting  within  the  borough ;  Wbbtwoob; 
and  it  is  a  general  principle  in  all  grants  that  the  grant  of 
a  thing  passes  things  included,  without  which  the  thing 
granted  cannot  be  used* 

This  rule  is  so  well  established,  and  the  instances  of 
it  so  nnmeroQS,  that  it  is  quite  unnecessary  to  cite  any 
authorities  upon  it.  And  I  consider  that  this  express 
power  to  elect  carries,  as  incident,  every  thing  which  is 
essential  and  necessary  to  carry  that  object  into  effect ; 
and  it  is  the  same  as  if  the  charter  had  expressly  given 
all  those  powers  in  terms ;  and  if  it  had  done  so,  the 
power  which  is  afterwards  given  to  the  common  council 
to  make  bye^laws,  must  be  considered  as  abridged  prr^ 
tanto  by  the  powers  given  to  the  body  at  large. 

But  then,  it  may  be  said,  you  cannot  consider  any 
thing  as  incident  to  the  power  of  election  except  what  is 
essential  and  necessary  to  carry  it  into  effect,  and  that 
a  bye^Iaw  abridging  the  number  of  electors  is  not  essen- 
tial and  necessary ;  but  I  think  it  is  not  to  be  so  limited, 
and  I  think  that  a  grant  of  a  power  to  elect  burgesses 
virtually  includes  a  power  to  make  ail  such  reasonable 
r^ulations  as  the  common  law  allows  for  the  convenient 
exercise  of  the  right. 

The  corporation  have  incidentally  a  power  to  make 
new  burgesses,  and  the  power  to  make  new  burgesses 
includes  as  incident  the  power  to  abridge  the  number  of 
electors;  and,  therefore,  without  any  special  grant  at 
all,  the  corporation  would  have  a  power  to  make  the 
r^ulation  in  qoestion.  And,  therefore,  if  there  be  an 
express  grant,  I  think  that  the  incidents  to  that  grant 

{a)  13  East,  267, 

ard 
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18S0i        are  not  confined  to  cases  of  necessity,  but  that  it  includes 
Ij"  \J^  '     all  that  the  common  law  gave  with  it. 

9.  One  argument  used  against  any  powers  oF making  bye- 

Wnnvooiv   laws  remaining  in  the  body  at  large  is,  that  as  by  this 

charter  so  yery  extensive  a  power  is  given  to  the  com- 

Bion  council,  it  cannot  be  presumed  that  the  crown 

meant  that  the  body  at  large  should  retain  any  power. 

I  cannot  feel  the  force  of  that  argument,  because,  if  it 
be  once  conceded  that  the  power  of  the  common  council 
does  not  extend  to  the  whole  objects  of  bye-laws,  it  is 
quite  immaterial  to  how  many  it  extends.  Suppose,  for 
instance,  there  are  100  objects  of  bye-laws,  and  the 
common  council  have  a  power  over  ninety-nine,  is  it 
to  be  inferred  from  such  a  proportion  that  the  body 
at  large  is  to  be  excluded?  Suppose  the  common 
council  had  only  power  over  ninety-eight  or  ninety,  or. 
fifty,  or  a  less  number,  where  is  the  line  to  be  drawn  ? 

I  now  come  to  the  second  part  of  your  Lordships' 
question,  which  is  as  to  the  object  and  provisions  of  the' 
bye-law. 

And  here  a  general  objection  is  made  to  abridging, 
the  number  of  electors,  that  the  power  to  elect  is  not 
given  to  the  mayor,  bailifis,  and  burgesses  generally  in . 
their  corporate  name,  but  to  the  mayor,  bailifis,  and 
burgesses,  or  the  greater  part  of  them  ;  and  that,  there-; 
fore^  it  is  nescessary  that  the  greater  part  of  the  bur- . 
gesses  should  assemble  at  a  corporate  meeting  for  the 
election  of  new  burgesses.     But  I  think  that  is  not  so.- 
It  has  been  held,  that  in  the  case  of  an  indefinite  body, . 
it  is  not  necessary  that  there  should  be  a  majority  pre-, 
sent,  and  I  think  that  this  clause  in  the  charter  gives  the. 
power  to  the  corporate  body  in  general  terms. 

But  then  the  question  is.  Whether  aldermen  may  be 
substituted  for  the  burgesses  at  large  ? 

It  appears  to  have  been  the  practice  in  ancient  times, 

that 
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that  in  order  to  avoid  confusion  in  popular  ekctions,  the        18S0. 
number  of  electors  should  be  limited,  and  that  though     1,        -' 
the  charter  gave  the  right  of  election  to  the  burgesses  at  ^. 

large,  a  less  number  than  the  whole  actually  made  the  Wesvwoobi 
election ;  and  some  questions  have  arisen  on  this :  ^<  It 
was  referred  by  the  Lords  of  the  Council  to  the  Judges 
to  know  the  law  on  this  case,  and  it  was  resolved  by  the 
Justices,  upon  great  deliberation  and  conference  had 
amongst  themselves,  that  such .  ancient  and  usual  elec- 
tions were  good,  and  well  warranted  by  their  charters, 
and  by  the  law  also ;  for  in  every  of  their  charters  they 
have  power  given  them  to  make  laws,  ordinances,  and 
constitutions  for  the  better  government  and  order  of 
their  cities  or  boroughs,  &c.,  by  force  of  which,  and  for 
avoiding  of  popular  confusion,  they,  by  their  common 
assent,  constitute  and  ordain  that  the  mayor  or  bailifi, 
or  other  principal  oflScers,  shall  be  elected  by  a  selected 
number  of  the  principal  of  the  commonalty,  or  of  the 
burgesses,  as  is  aforesaid,  and  prescribe  also  how  such 
selected  number  shall  be  chosen ;  and  such  ordinance 
and  constitution  shall  be  good,  and  allowable  and  agree- 
able with  the  law  and  their  charters  for  avoiding  of 
popular  disorders  and  confusion ;  and  although  now 
such  constitution  or  ordinance  cannot  be  shewn,  yet  it 
riudi  be  presumed  and  intended  in  respect  of  such  spe- 
cial manner  of  such  ancient  and  continual  election  (which 
special  election  could  not  begin  without  commoh  consent), 
that  at  first  such  ordinance  or  constitution  was  made : 
such  reverend  respect  the  taw  attributes  to  ancient  and 
continual  allowance  and  usage,  although  it  b^an  within 
time  of  memory."     The  Case  of  Corporations,  (a) 

The  same  case  is  very  shortly  mentioned  in  Jefik*  27S. 
case  93* 

In  The  Corporation  of  Colchester  v.  ,  4'^.  (i) 

(a)  4  Rep.  jj  b.  (b)  3  Bui^t.  71. 

it 
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it  is  laid  down  by  Coke  C.  J.  and  the  rest  of  the  Court :  — « 
^'  That  if  there  be  a  popular  election  of  the  mayor  and 
aldermen  in  corporation  towns,  and  this  happens  to  breed 
^ITEarwooc*  a  confusion  amongst  them,  this  may  be  altered  by  their 
agreement,  and  hj  the  common  consent  of  all,  to  have 
their  elecdons  made  by  a  fewer  number^  but  not  otherwise* 
But  if  by  their  charter  they  are  to  be  elected  by  them  all, 
then  this  is  not  to  be  altered  but  by  and  with  the  general 
assent  of  4he  whole  town,  and  so  by  this  means  to  take 
away  confusion/^  The  same  doctrine  is  ftiUy  reQO|^ 
nized  in  several  subsequent  cases  in  more  modem  times» 
viz.  in  Bex  v.  Tamk/n  (a).  Sex  v.  Spencer  (&)$  Pkittips 
V*  Mayor  of  Carmarthen  (c),  and  Lee  v.  Wallis  {d)j  to 
the  particular  circumstances  of  which  it  is  not  now 
necessary  to  refen 

But  cases  have  occurred  where  questions  have  arisen  as 
4x>  the  application  of  the  rule ;  and  in  Rex  v.  Spencer^  who 
claimed  to  be  a  common  councilman  of  Maidstone,  the 
power  cS  electing  the  common  council  was  in  the  mayor. 
Jurats^  and  commonalty,  and  the  charter  gave  a  power 
to  make  bye<^laws  to  the  mayor,  jurats,  and  common 
council.  The  mayor^  jurats,  and  common  council  made 
a  bye-law  to  restrict  the  numbers  of  electors  to  the 
mayor,  jurats,  and  common  council,  and  such  of  the 
common  freemen  as  had  served  the  office  of  church- 
warden and  overseer  of  the  poor.  It  was  held,  that  the 
bye-law  narrowing  the  number  of  electors  could  not  be 
supported,  because  the  bye^law  restricting  the  number 
of  electors  was  not  made  by  the  body  who  had  the  right 
of  election;  and,  also,  because  it  excluded  such  of  the 
commonalty  as  iiad  not  served  an  office  which  had  no 
connection  with  the  corporate  character,  and  confined 


(a)  Cos.  temp,  Hardw.  316.  (c)  3  Burr.  1833* 

(b)  3  Burrk  iSa;.  \d)  3  Burr.  ib. 
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the  right  of  voting  to  such  as  had  served  the  office  of        1830. 
churchwarden  and  overseer  of  the  poor.  1,,    " 

hiBexv.  Cuibmh  common  councilman  of  Maidstone  {a\  v. 

the  bye*law  was  made  by  the  mayor,  juratsj  and  corn**    WEsxwooot 
moD  council,  and  to  confer  the  right  of  election  on 
the  mayor,  jurats,  common  council,   and  sixty  senior 
fineemen. 

There  the  bye^law  was  made  by  a  select  body,  and 
was  bdd  bad,  because  the  right  of  election  is  in  the 
major,  jurats,  and  conunonalty.  In  Res  v.  Head{b)f 
&ur  burgesses  were  created,  who,  with  the  mayor, 
should  be  the  common  council,  and  should  have 
power  to  make  bye-laws.  The  right  of  election  was 
in  the  mayor  and  commonalty,  together  with  the 
aldermen.  The  common  council  made,  with  the  as- 
sent of  the  commonalty,  a  bye-law  that  the  mayor  and  . 
aUcrmeo,  exclusive  of  the  commonalty,  should  elect 
the  burgesses.  It  was  held  bad*  There  there  was  an 
uitq;Tal  part  of  ihe  electors  excluded,  viz.  the  com- 
monalty^ for  the  power  of  election  was  in  the  mayor, 
alderm^:!,  and  commonalty,  and  therefore  they  could 
not  eacchide  the  commonalty,  who  were  by  this  means 
not  represented. 

It  may  be  observed,  also^  that  the  bye-law  was  ir- 
regular; first,  because  not  made  by  the  mayor  and 
aldermen  only,  who  had  the  power  to  make  bye-laws : 
they  called  in  the  commonalty  to  assist.  Therefore, 
«nder  the  charter,  it  was  bad.  Secondly,  it  was  bad 
onder  the  general  powers  in  the  corporation,  because 
the  aldermen  as  a  body  were  not  the  corporation ;  the 
mayor  and  commonalty  were  the  corporation ;  and  the 
commonalty  were  called  in  only  to  assist,  and  did 
not  form  an   integral  part  of  the  meeting.      Thirdly^ 

it 
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1830.  it  was  bad,  because  if  made  by  the  mayor  and  alder- 
men only,  they  as  a  separate  body  had  no  right  to 
make  bye-laws  as  to  elections  where  the  right  was 
West  WOOD,  vested  in  the  mayor  and  commonalty,  together  with  the 
aldermen. 

In  Hex  V.  Ashwell  (a)  the  right  of  electing  the  alder- 
men was  by  charter  given  to  the  mayor  and  burgesses, 
and  they  made  a  bye-law  restricting  the  electors  to  the 
mayor  and  certain  of  the  burgesses,  viz.  the  recorder, 
aldermen,  coroners,  common  councilmen,  and  such  of 
the  burgesses  as  had  served  the  office  of  chamberlain 
or  sheriff;  and  such  bye-law  was  held  good. 

In  Rex  V.  Bird{b)  the  right  of  election  of  burgesses 
was  by  the  charter  in  the  mayor  and  burgesses  The 
mayor  and  burgesses  made  a  bye-law  to  restrain  the 
number  of  electors  to  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  eighteen 
burgesses  there  mentioned,  and  the  defendant  was  elected 
by  the  persons  under  the  bye-law. 

No  doubt  was  entertained  as  to  the  general  right  of 
the  corporate  body  to  make  a  regulation  to  limit  the 
number  of  electors,  and  the  defendant  was  held  well 
elected.  And  in  all  those  cases  the  general  power  of 
the  corporate  body  is  admitted. 

Then,  there  may  be  questions.  Whether,  admitting 
the  general  right  of  the  corporate  body,  this  restriction 
falls  within  the  principles  of  law  ?  And  one  objection 
may  be,  that  the  aldermen  do  not  fairly  represent  the 
burgesses;  because,  there  is  no  doubt  but  that  in  the 
body  created  by  the  bye->law  or  regulation  the  burgesses 
must  be  represented. 

I  am  very  free  to  admit,  that  there  is  as  little  repre- 
sentation of  the  burgesses  as  one  can  well  imagine, 
and  much  less  than  has  occurred  in  any  of  the  cases. 

{a)  i»  EoiU  »»•  W  13  Eosty  367. 

But 
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But  still  they  do^   in   a  small  degriee,   represent  the        1880. 

burgesses;  they  are  still  burgesses,  though  with  more    Westwooo. 
authority.    They  are  not  an  int^ral  part  of  the  cor- 
poration. 

If  there  be  a  meeting  of  the  body  corporate,  which 
consbts  of  the  mayor,  bailifls,  and  burgesses,  it  is  not 
necessary  that  any  of  the  aldermen  should  be  present; 
and  if  they  are  present,  they  do  not  vote  as  aldermen, 
(mt  as  burgesses.  And  they  are  only  a  different  body 
from  the  burgesses  at  large,  when,  in  their  quality  of 
aldermen,  they  are  to  discharge  the  yarious  duties  as- 
signed to  them. 

It  must  be  observed  also,  that  this  mode  of  election  is 
that  which  was  adopted  by  custom  before  the  charter  in 
question,  and,  therefore,  one  may  well  presume^  that  it 
was  a  reasonable  mode  of  election,  and  not  attended  with 
any  prejudice  or  inconvenience  to  the  general  interest  of 
the  corporation;  and  though  that  cannot  be  taken  into 
consideration  in  considering  the  effect  of  the  third  plea,-— 
because  the  facts  stated  in  one  plea  cannot  be  brought  to 
bear  upon  the  facts  in  another  plea  so  as  to  affect  the 
construction  of  that  plea, — ^yet,  one  may  at  all  events  put 
a  supposition  that  such  a  mode  of  election  might  exist 
before  the  charter. 

It  may  be  said,  that  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  Case  of 
Corporations  does  not  extend  to  burgesses,  but  only  to 
the  higher  corporate  oflScers :  and  the  language  of  the 
resolution  is  only  applied  to  them.  But  the  same  rea- 
son applies  to  burgesses  that  does  to  the  higher  officers 
of  the  corporation ;  and  there  is  even  a  still  stronger 
reason  for  avoiding  popular  tumult  and  confusion,  be- 
cause the  election  of  burgesses  is  of  more  frequent 
occurrence  than  that  of  the  higher  oflBcers. 

\ou  VIL  F  The 


The  King 
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1830.  The  case  of  The  King  v.  Head  ivas  that  bf  the  elec- 

tion of  a  burgess,  and  no  distinction  was  made  between 
a  burgess  and  aby  superior  officer  of  the  corporation. 
•WfisTWooD.  In  like  manner,  The  King  v.  Bird  was  the  case  of  a 
burgess,  and  no  distinction  was  made. 

It  has  been  held,  indeed,  as  appears  by  Atjnst-  48., 
that  if  the  corporate  body  at  large  have  a  right  to  elect 
members  of  parliament,  they  cannot  delegate  that  power 
io  a  select  body ;  but  that  is,  because  it  is  considered  as 
jbr  the  benefit  of  the  public  that  they  should  all  have 
Tbtes,  and  it  b  not  to  be  compared  to  the  case  of  the 
election  of  mayors  and  other  corporate  officers. 

If  the  bye-law  be  found  inconvenient,  the  corporate 
body  may  repeal  it  by  the  same  authority  by  which  they 
jtiad^  U ;  and,  therefore,  if  aliy  mischief  be  likely  to 
Arise^  they  may  correct  it  themselves. 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  this  is  a  legal  and  valid 
bye-law. 

Gaiirow  B.  My  Lords,  in  a  case  where  I  can  only 
explain  my  reason  for  considering  this  a  good  bye-law  by 
going  over  details  in  a  less  lucid  order  than  has  been 
used  in  the  arguments  addressed  to  your  Lordships  by 
my  two  very  learned  brethren  who  have  preceded  me,  I 
«hall  simply  state  the  conclusion  to  which  I  have  arrived, 
without  troubling  your  Lordships  with  the  cases  they 
have  cited,  or  offering  any  observations  upon  them. 
After  having  exercised  the  best  judgment  that  belongs 
to  us,  in  order  to  prepare  ourselves  in  a  clear  and  proper 
manner  to  answer  the  questions  your  Lordships  have 
l^en  pleased  to  propose,  I  am  one  of  those  who  concur 
in  the  opinion  which  has  been  pronounced  by  the  two 
Jearned  Judges  who  have  just  addressed  your  Lordships. 
J  shall  only  state  to  your  Lordships  that  I  did  entertain 
some  doubt  on  the  question.  Whether  the  corporation 

liad 
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bad  the  power  of  delegating  this  right  to  the  sielecC  J^Sa 
body  ?  But  I  have  at  length  arrived  at  a  stepi  where  { 
have  satisfied  my  own  mind  that  they  have  that  power. 
And  after  the  conflicting  opinions  of  the  Court  below, 
however  difficult  it  might  appear  to  decide,  whether  this 
was  or  was  not  a  legal  bye-law,  if  your  Lordships  put 
the  question  to  me,  Whether  it  is,  or  is  not,  I  am  pre- 
pared to  say,  that  it  is  not  only  a  legal,  but  a  convenient 
and  meritorious  and  useful  bye-law. 

Park  J.  The  question  propounded  by  your  Lord- 
ships to  His  Majesty's  judges  is  extremely  concise,  and 
brings  the  matter  to  a  single  point;  and,  notwithstand- 
ing the  extreme  length  of  argument  in  the  Court  below, 
and  the  elaborate  argument  of  my  learned  brothers  who 
have  preceded  me,  I  shall  be  extremely  short,  agreeing, 
endrely  as  I  do,  with  my  brothers  Littledale  and  Gase^ 
lee  in  the  opinion  they  have  lately  pronounced. 

The  question  is,  whether  the  alleged  bye-law,  stated 
in  the  third  plea,  is  a  legal  and  valid  bye-law,  having 
regard,  as  wdl  to  the  power  of  making  bye-laws  in  th« 
corporation  in  that  plea  mentioned,  as  to  the  object  and 
provisions  of  the  said  bye-law  itself. 

The  third  plea  has  been  so  often  under  your  Lord- 
ships' cognizance,  I  should  think  it  an  idle  waste  of  your 
time  to  read  it  again. 

I  take  it  to  be  quite  clear,  ever  since  the  case  of 
SutUm^s  hospital,  that  the  power  of  making  bye-laws  is 
iacident  to  every  corporation  where  such  incidental 
power  is  not  restrained  by  the  words  of  the  charter* 
But  here  the  generality  of  that  inherent  power  is  re- 
strained, by  giving  power  to  a  select  body  to  make  bye- 
laws  in  certain  cases :  and  I  admit  that  if  the  power  be 
given  to  a  select  body  to  make  hye-kws  in  all  cases,  the 
graeral  inherent  power  is  then,  in  all  cases,  entirely 
taken  away  from  the  body  ai  large.    But,  on  the  other 

F  2  hand, 
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1880.       hand,  it  seems  to  me  no  less  clear  that,  if  a  special  power 
l^'-^.'" '     be  only  given  in  certain  cases,  the  general  authority,  in 

^.  all  other  cases,  remains  in  the  body  at  large. 

WflSTwooD.  Let  us  see  then  what  power  of  making  bye-laws  is 
here  given  to  a  select  body.  Jt  is  that  the  mayor, 
aldermen,  and  bailiffs  (who  are  the  select  body),  and 
their  successors  for  the  time  being,  or  the  major  part  of 
them  (of  whom  the  mayor  should  be  one),  *'  might  and 
should  have  full  power  and  authority  to  frame,  con- 
stitute, ordain,  and  make,  from  time  to  time,  such 
reasonable  laws,  statutes,  and  ordinances  whatsoever,  as 
to  them  should  seem  to  be  good,  wholesome,  useful, 
honest,  and  necessary,  according  to  their  sound  discre- 
tions, for  the  good  rule  and  government  of  the  burgesses, 
artificers,  and  inhabitants,  of  the  borough  aforesaid,  for 
the  time  being ;  and  for  declaring  in  what  manner  and 
order  the  aforesaid  mayor,  aldermen,  bailiffs,  and 
burgesses,  and  the  artificers,  inhabitants,  and  residents 
of  the  borough  aforesaid,  should  behave,  conduct,  and 
carry  themselves,  in  tlieir  offices,  mysteries,  and  business, 
within  the  same  borough  and  the  limits  thereof,  for  the 
time  being;  and  otherwise  for  the  further  good  and 
public  advantage  and  rule  of  the  same  borough,  and  the 
victualling  of  the  same  borough  ;  and  also  for  the  better 
preservation,  government,  disposition,  letting,  demising, 
of  lands,  tenements,  possessions,  revenues,  and  heredita- 
ments, to  the  aforesaid  mayor,  bailiffs,  and  burgesses,  and 
their  successors,  by  the  said  letters  patent  or  otherwise 
given,  granted,  assigned,  or  confirmed,  or  thereafter 
to  be  given,  granted,  or  assigned ;  and  other  matters  and 
causes  whatsoever^  touching^  or  in  anywise  concerning^  the 
qfbresaid  borough^  or  the  statCy  rights  and  interest  of  tJie 
said  borough.^^ 

These  words  are  certainly  very  large ;  and  this  is  the 
power  given  by  the  charter  to  the  select  body  to  make 
bye-laws ;  and  if  the  bye-law  in  question  falls  within  any 

of 
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of  the  powers  hereby  conferred,  there  is  an  end  of  the        1830. 
question.  '      -  '^ 

But  it  was  admitted  in  the  argument  in  the  Court  9, 

bdow,  and  till  to-day  I  did  not  hear  it  denied,  that  the  Wsstwood. 
select  body,  to  whom  the  power  I  have  just  recited  is 
granted,  would  not  under  it  have  authority  to  make 
the  bye-law  in  question ;  because  it  would  not  enable 
them  (the  select  body)  to  make  a  law  giving  to  them- 
selves that  power  of  election  which  is  given  to  the 
corporation  at  large. 

Then  if  it  be  true  that  every  corporation  at  large  has 
an  incidental  power  to  make  bye-laws,  except  as  it  is 
restrained  by  express  words  in  their  charter,  and  if  it 
be  admitted  that  this  bye-law  does  not  fall  within  the 
words  of  the  special  authority,  it  seems  to  me  a  neces- 
sary consequence  that  all  that  which  the  king  has  not 
expressly  taken  away,  remains  in  the  body  at  large. 

But  it  is  said  this  doctrine  militates  with  that  laid 
down  in  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Head  (a).  But  with  all  due 
respect  to  those  who  urge  that  point,  it  seems  to  me 
no  two  cases  can  be  more  dissimilar.  In  that  case  the 
body  at  large  had  no  power  to  make  bye-laws,  but  it 
was  vested  in  the  mayor  and  aldermen  only ;  or  if  it 
were  not  so,  the  argument  in  that  case  proceeded  upon 
that  assumption ;  whereas  the  bye-law  there,  was  made 
by  the  mayor  and  aldermen,  voith  the  assent  of  the 
commonalty^  who  ought  not  to  have  been,  because 
not  authorised  to  be,  parties  to  such  a  law.  Besides, 
the  right  of  election  of  burgesses  was  there  given  ex- 
pressly to  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  commonalty  of  the 
borough.  Whereas  the  bye-law  struck  out  one  integral 
part  of  the  corporation  wholly,  viz.,  the  commonalty ; 
and  to  such  a  course  the  assent  of  the  commonalty 
could  be  of  no  avail,  because  they  had  no  right  to 

(a)  4B«rr.45X5. 

F  3  concur 
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1850.        concur  in  making  a  bye-law,     I  therefore  think   the 

1J   iT         case  now  before  your  Lordships  cannot  be  governed  by 

9.  that  of  The  Kifig  v.  Head ;  and,  for  the  reasons  I  have 

WnrwoQo.    shortly  stated,   1  think  the  corporation  at   large  had 

power  to  make  this  species  of  bye*Iaw,  not   being  a 

matter  or  cause  intended  by  the  king  to  be  included  in 

the  power  giren  to  the  select  body. 

But  it  is  said,  even  if  the  corporation  had  the  power 
of  making  bye^laws,  (and  upon  that  our  opinions  are 
also  required  as  to  the  object  and  provisions  of  the  bye- 
law,)  that  this  bye-law  is  void,  because  it  transfers  the 
election  of  burgesses  to  the  maym^  and  common  council^ 
without  the  concurrence  or  assistance  of  the  rest  of  the 
burgesses  of  the  said  borough ;  and  is,  therefore,  un- 
reasonable, and  varies  the  constitution  of  the  borough, 
striking  off  an  integral  part  of  the  corporation. 

Upon  this  point  there  is,  I  believe,  less  difference  of 
opinion  amongst  my  brethren  than  upon  the  former 
question.  What  then  is  the  bye-law  ?  That  the  mayors 
bailiffiy  and  burgesses^  that  is,  the  body  at  large  by  their 
corporate  name,  or  the  major  part  of  them,  being  duly 
assembled  for  that  purpose  within  the  borough,  should 
and  might  from  time  to  time,  and  at  all  times  thereafter, 
by  themselves^  and  icithoiit  the  concurrence  or  assistance  of 
the  rest  of  the  burgesses  of  the  borotsgh^  elect  and  choose 
such  person  or  persons  to  be  a  burgess  or  burgesses  of 
the  said  borough,  as  to  them  the  said  mayor  and  com- 
mon council  of  the  said  borough  should  seem  meet. 

Now  I  can  discover  nothing  illegal  or  unreasonable 
in  this.  If  it  be  inconvenient,  the  same  authority  which 
made  the  rule  may  in  due  form  abrogate  it. 

It  appears  to  have  been  the  ancient  and  frequent 
practice,  that,  in  order  to  avoid  confusion  and  disorder 
in  popular  elections,  and  for  the  better  rule  and  govern-^ 
ment  of  boroughs,  the  number  of  electors  should  be 
limited,  and  that  though  the  charter  conferred  the  right 

of 
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of  election  on  the  mayor^  bailiffis  and  burgessaes  gene-        X8SQ. 

rally,  a  less  number  than  the  whole  actually  made  the     XhaKow 

election*     Your  Lordships  know  that  in  stating  this  I  v, 

am  stating  nothing  new:  for  this  was  declared  to  be  the 

law  ever  since  my  Lord  Cok^»  time  (a),  and  as  having 

been  the  ancient  law  of  corporations,  for  this  question 

upon  similar  charters  was  referred  by  the  Lords  of  the 

Council  to  all  the  justices,  and  it  was  resolved  by  theoi» 

npon  great  deliberation  and  conference  had  amongst 

themselves,  that  such  ancient  and  usual  elections  were 

good  and  well  wai*ranted  by  their  charters,  and  by  thc^ 

law  also,  for  in  every  of  their  charters  th^  have  po>ireiP 

given  them  to  make  laws,  ordinances,  and  constitutiou3 

for  the  better  order  and  government  of  their  cities  pin4 

boroughs,   &c.   by  farce  of  "mhich^    and  for  avpiding 

fopular  confiisionj  they,  by  their  common  assent,  con^ 

stitote  and  ordain  that  the  mayor  or  baiUSs,  or  othes 

principal  officers  shall  be  elected  by  a  selected  number 

of  the  principal  of  the  commonalty,  or  the  burgesses  aa 

aforesaid,  and  prescribe  also  how  such  selected  namber 

shall  be  chosen:  and  such  ordinance  and  constittttioq 

was  held  to  be  good  and  allowable,  and  agreeable  with 

the  law  and  their  charters  for  avoiding  of  popular  difr* 

order  and  confusion.     This  then  was  the  declared  laW| 

and  it  has  been  acted  upon  ever  since:  and  I  am  sure 

that  it  is  most  desirable  that  every  thing  in  boroughs 

that  can  tend  to  prevent  popular  tumults  (which  would 

be  constantly  the  case  if  the  election  of  burgesses  were 

to  be  in  the  vo>h6le  body  of  burgesses),  ought  to  be 

oiforced. 

In  tl»e  case  of  The.  King  v.  Ashwell  (6),  the  charter 
had  given  the  power  of  electing  an  alderman  to  the 
mayor  and  burgesses  of  Nottingham^  seven  aldermen 
to  be  chosen  from  themselves.     By  a  bye*  law  in  Mtf^ 

(a)  4  Rtp.  Ti  b.  (Jb)  i%  £ajt,  %2. 

F  4  1577, 


72  CASES  IN  MICHAELMAS  TERM 

18S0.  1577}  tfaoagh  not  now  extant  in  writing,  for  the  avoids 
]_.    ^  ing  popular  confusion  and  tumult  in  the  election  of  alder* 

V,  men,  it  was  ordained,  that  the  mayor  and  certain  of  the 

WX8TW00D.  lurgesses  of  the  town,  viz.  the  recorder,  &c  &c.  without 
the  concurrefice  and  assisiance  of  the  other  burgesses  (in 
the  very  words  of  the  present  bye-law)  should  elect,  &c. 
This  case  held  such  a  bye-law  to  be  good;  and  not 
cutting  off  an  integral  part,  as  has  been  argued  in  this 
case,  but  only  limiting  the  numbers  of  that  body.  Lord 
EUenborough  says,  it  is  not  unreasonable,  nor  is  it  tn- 
cofwenientf  but  the  contrary;  and  if  it  be  found  incon- 
venient, his  Lordship  said,  as  I  have  presumed  to  say 
to  your  Lordships,  it  is  competent  to  the  corporation, 
by  the  same  authority  which  enacted  to  have  repealed 
it.  Mr.  Justice  Bayley^  on  the  subject  of  inconvenience, 
said,  that  such  a  law  binds  none  who  succeed  in  the 
corporation,  unless  they  choose  to  be  bound  by  it.  It  is 
liable  to  be  reconsidered  by  them  at  all  times :  it  only 
binds  their  successors  so  long  as  the  successors  choose 
to  be  bound  by  it;  for  the  same  body  that  made  the  bye- 
law  may  repeal  it 

The  bye-law,  in  this  case,  has  now  existed  upwards 
of  150  years;  and,  during  that  long  period,  it  has  never 
been  found  so  inconvenient  as  to  induce  the  corporation 
of  this  borough  to  alter  it. 

In  the  next  case  of  The  King  v.  Bird  {a\  when  the 
Court  o(  Kin^s  Bench  was  composed  of  the  same  four 
very  learned  judges  as  when  the  King  v.  Ashwell  was 
determined,  viz.,  Lord  EUenborough,  Mr.  Justice  Groses 
Mr.  Justice  Le  Blanc,  and  Mr.  Justice  Bayley,  and 
when  one  of  the  questions  was,  whether  it  is  competent 
for  a  corporation  at  large,  when  the  power  of  making 
voluntary  elections  is  incidental  to  the  corporation,  or  is 
in  them  by  prescription,  to  delegate  it  to  a  select  part  of 

(a)   X3JS^/i367* 
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themselves,  and,   consequently,  whether  a  bye-Iaw  so        1830. 
made  was  good  in  itself.     As  to  the  latter  point,  upon      xhoKi 
which  I  am  now  troubling  your  Lordships,  Lord  EUeri'    ^^    v. 
borough  said :  —  *Mt  appears  to  me^  not  only  to  be  a 
good,  but  a  very  good  bye*law.     It  is   calculated  to 
ezdude  popular  confusion  in  elections ;  a  principle  long 
ago  established  in  the  Case  of  CorporatiotiSj  and  I  see  no 
reason  why  it  should  not  have  been  as  much  applicable 
to  the  election  of  burgesses  at  large,  as  of  the  higher 
officers  of  the  corporation  in  the  time  of  Lord  CokeJ* 

I  quite  agree  with  the  opinion  here  delivered  by  that 
noble  and  learned  Judge,  and  as  a  limited  number  of 
burgesses  still  vote  in  the  election  of  a  burgess,  an 
int^al  part  of  the  corporation  at  large,  who  have  the 
power  of  making  bye-laws,  is  not  cut  off,  but  only 
limited,  I  see  no  ground  for  the  objection.  And  there- 
fore, in  reply  to  the  question  propounded  by  your 
Lordships  to  tlie  Judges,  but  feeling  sorry  that  I  am 
differmg  in  opinion  with  many  of  my  learned  brothers, 
whose  opinions  I  most  unfeignedly  respect,  I  answer, 
that  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  bye-law  stated  in  the  third 
plea  upon  this  record,  having  regard,  as  well  to  the 
power  of  making  it  by  the  corporation  at  large  as  to 
the  object  and  provisions  of  the  bye-^law  itself,  is  a  good 
and  valid  bye-law. 

Baylet  J.  My  Lords,  with  very  great  respect  for 
those  of  my  learned  brethren  who  differ  from  me,  and 
greatly  r^retting  that  I  differ  from  them,  I  am  con- 
strained to  say  that  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  bye-'law  is 
not  a  l^gal  and  valid  bye-law,  regard  being  had,  as  well 
to  the  power  of  making  bye-laws  given  to  this  corpora^ 
tion  by  the  charter  mentioned  in  the  third  plea,  as  to 
the  object  and  provision  of  the  bye-law  itself.  My 
Lordsy  the  objections  which  occurred  to  my  mind 
against  the  validity  of  this  bye-law,  were  mentioned  by 

me 


n  CASES  IN  MICHAELMAS  TERM  . 

1830.        me  when  the  case  came  before  His  Majesty's  Court  of 

)L/_        ^      ^^^fi*^  Bench;  and  it  would  be  a  waste  of  your  Lord- 

o.  ships'  time  to  repeat  them.     I  beg,  therefore,  only  to 

WsBTvoOT.    ^i  y^yj.  Lordships'  attention  to  those  further  reasons, 

which  have  struck  my  mind  after  having  had  the  oppor-^ 

tunity  of  hearing  the  arguments  at  the  bar  of  your 

Liordships'  house. 

My  Lords,  I  should  propose  to  your  Lordships' 
consideration  two  propositions :  the  first  is,  that  where 
the  crown,  either  in  an  existing  prescriptive  corporation, 
or  in  one  newly  created,  gives  a  power  of  making  bye- 
laws  to  a  select  part  of  that  corporation,  it  has  put  an 
end  to,  in  a  pre-existing  corporation,  or  has  prevented, 
in  a  newly  created  corporation,  any  right  of  making 
bye-laws  in  the  corporation  at  large;  unless  it  can  fairly 
be  inferred,  from  the  limited  extent  to  which  the  power 
of  the  select  body  is  confined,  or  from  the  nature  and 
importance  and  well-being  of  the  corporation,  that  if, 
should  have  a  power  to  which  the  power  of  the  select 
body  does  not  extend ;  or  that  it  n^ight  have  been  the 
intention  of  the  crown,  in  addition  to  the  power  given 
to  the  select  body,  to  give  a  more  extensive  power  to 
the  body  at  large ;  as  also,  that  it  was  the  object  of  the 
crown  that  there  should  be  such  co-extensive  power  in 
the  instance  in  which  the  b6dy  at  large  have  taken  upoi) 
them  to  make  a  bye-law.  I  mention,  as  my  second 
proposition,  that,  in  this  instance,  the  objection  occurs 
that  the  crown  never  could  have  intended  to  allow  the 
body  at  large  the  power  of  making  such  a  byeJaw  as 
that  which  has  been  made  in  the  present  case ;  the  byer 
law,  in  my  apprehension,  being  a  fraud  on  the  constitur 
tion  of  the  borough. 

By  the  charter,  the  right  of  making  bye-laws  in  this 
corporation  is  given  exclusively  to  the  select  body;  and 
whether  the  common  council  had  or  had  not,  from 
time  immemorial,  up  to  the  time  of  the  charter,  the 

same 
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same  power,  the  third  plea  does  not  seem  to  sUte.  It 
coDtains  no  allegation  upon  this,  whatever,  and  though  I 
concede  that  the  power  of  making  bye-laws  is  primd  '  «,* 
/me  in  the  corporation  at  large;  yet  to  warrant  the  W**^*^**®^- 
fiNjnding  an  argument,  that  before  the  charter  the  sole 
right  of  making  bye-laws  was  in  the  corporation  at  large, 
I  am  disposed  to  think  that  it  ought  to  have  stated  ex- 
pressly (and  not  to  have  left  it  uncertain)  that  the  cor-> 
poration  had  the  sole  right  up  to  the  time  of  granting 
the  charter,  more  especially  when  the  power  of  the 
select  body  is  stated  in  the  plea. 

I  cannot,  however,  find  any  express  authority  on  tliis 
point,  and  I  shall  content  myself  with  noticing  but  one 
or  two  as  I  pass  along,  it  being  my  opinion,  that  if  the 
corporation  at  large  had  the  right  prior  to  the  time  of 
the  charter,  the  effect  of  the  charter  was  to  alter  it. 
The  power  given  by  the  charter  is  undoubtedly  a  power 
of  making  bye-laws  for  the  government  of  the  borough, 
and  no  bye-law  has  been  suggested  by  any  of  the 
learned  Judges  who  have  preceded  me,  except  that 
which  is  the  subject  of  this  case,  which  will  not  be 
within  the  compass  of  the  express  power  given  to  the 
select  body.  I'he  power  is  given  to  enable  the  select 
body  to  make  such  bye-laws  as  to  them  may  seem 
good,  wholesome,  useful,  honest,  and  necessary,  &c.  &C.. 
&c  Now  what  further  power  could  be  required  ?  Not 
any  that  I  am  aware  of.  If  so,  can  it  be  supposed  that  the 
crown  could  have  intended  that  there  should  have  been 
a  co-existing  power  in  the  body  at  large  ?  Could  it  have 
been  intended  to  give  the  power  to  make  such  a  bye- 
law  as  this,  constituted  as  this  borough  is  ?  Looking  at 
the  constitution  of  the  borough,  and  the  nature  of  this 
bye- law,  I  am  led  to  a  contrary  conclusion.  The  borough 
consists,  as  I  am  bound  to  take  it  from  the  plea,  of  a 
mayor,  bailiffs,  and  burgesses ;  and  as  there  is  nothing 
to  shew  that  the  freedom  was  to  be  obtained  by  ser-i 

vitude 
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1830.  vitude  or  birth,  it  must  be  by  electicm,  and  by  election 

_.    _  only,  that  a  mnn  can  become  a  burgess.     In  every  case, 

V.  therefore,  the  number  of  burgesses  must  depend  entirely 

WB8TWO0D.  ^„  ^j^^  ^jn  ^f  ^jjg  electors.     Whether  there  shall  he 

five,  or  fifty,  or  500,  depends  entirely  on  them.  The 
number  of  the  common  burgesses  may  be  below  that  of 
the  select  body.  It  might  have  been  so  at  the  time  this 
bye«law  was  passed,  it  may  have  been  so  ever  since. 
Under  such  a  bye-law,  the  mayor,  bailiffs,  and  com- 
mon council  all  vote,  and  is  not  every  one  of  them 
interested  in  the  vote  he  gives  ?  And  upon  the  question, 
Whether  the  body  at  large  have  the  right  of  election, 
has  not  every  one  of  the  select  body  an  interest  in  say- 
ing it  shall  be  in  the  fifteen,  and  in  the  fifteen  only  ? 
Generally  speaking,  when  you  are  voting  for  that  which 
is  to  be  for  the  benefit  of  the  corporation  at  large,  you 
ought  to  have  votes  given  by  those  persons  who  have 
not  an  interest  in  the  question ;  though  in  this  question, 
when  they  are  deciding,  they  have  a  private  interest  of 
their  own  in  opposition  to  the  interests  of  those  whose 
rights  they  take  away.  It  is  a  specious  argument  to  say 
that  the  body  at  large  may,  when  they  think  fit,  repeal 
the  bye-law  and  revest  the  right  where  the  charter  has 
placed  it ;  but  it  is  so  clearly  touching  the  interests  of 
the  common  council  that  there  should  not  be  any  re- 
peal, that  it  is  not  improbable  they  may  take  care  that 
the  number  of  burgesses  shall  never  be  able  to  carry  the 
repeal  into  efiect. 

Considering  that  the  power  of  making  bye-laws  is  ex- 
pressly given  to  the  select  body,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
right  of  making  bye-laws  in  this  borough  exists  only  where 
the  charter  has  confined  the  power  in  question,  namely, 
in  the  select  body.  Every  corporation  has  a  power  to 
make  bye-laws,  either  in  the  body  at  large  or  in  a  select 
part  of  that  body ;  but  I  am  not  aware  of  any  instance 
in  which  the  double  power  has  been  exercised.     There 

is 


IN  THE  First  Year  of  WILLIAM  IV.  77 

is  no  instance  mentioned  by  any  of  the  learned  Judges        1830. 
who  have  preceded  me,  nor  am  I  aware  of  any  instance     ]_-'   ' 
being  mentioned,  or  that  can  be  found ;  if  I  had  known  v. 

of  any,  I  should  certainly  have  thought  it  my  bounden  ^^"irooD. 
duty  to  have  mentioned  it  to  your  Lordships,  but  I  am 
not  aware  of  any.  In  the  case  of  Norris  v.  Staps  and 
the  City  of  London  v.  Vanacker^  the  Court  held,  that  the 
power  of  making  bye-laws  was  incident  to  every  corpor- 
ation, either  by  the  body  at  large  or  by  a  select  body ; 
but  to  my  mind,  it  appears  clear  that  it  must  be  either 
in  one  or  the  other,  and  cannot  be  in  both.  In  Child  v* 
The  HudsofCs  Bay  Company  (a).  Lord  Macclesfield  says, 
^  A  corporation  has  an  implied  power  to  make  byeJaws, 
but  where  the  charter  gives  the  company  a  power  to 
make  bye-laws,  they  can  only  make  them  in  such  cases 
as  they  are  enabled  to  do  by  the  charter ;  for  such  power 
given  by  the  charter  implies  a  negative ;  that  they  shall 
not  make  bye-laws  in  any  other  cases."  So,  my  Lords, 
it  is  a  fair  and  reasonable  inference,  that  where  a  charter 
gives  to  a  select  body  a  power  to  make  bye-laws  in 
terms  applicable  to  almost  all  the  purposes  to  which  a 
bye-law  can,  for  the  regulation  of  a  body,  be  required, 
it  implies  a  negative  that  there  is  not  a  co-existing 
power  in  any  other  body. 

Upon  my  second  proposition,  the  case  of  The  King 
V.  Head  seems  to  me  to  be  a  very  powerful  authority  in 
favour  of  my  view  of  the  question  submitted  to  us,  and 
I  am  not  quite  satisfied  whether,  hitherto,  it  has  had 
that  full  attention  to  which  it  is  entitled ;  and  I  venture 
humbly  to  submit,  that  it  would  be  as  well  to  refer  to 
that  case  before  coming  to  a  final  decision. 

That  was  the  case  of  the  corporation  of  Helstone, 
where  the  burgesses  were  incorporated  by  the  name  of 
the  mayor  and  commonalty;  and  by  the  charter  four 

(«)  a  P. /TiTii.  507. 

of 
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18S0.       of  the  more  discreet  members  were  created  aldermeiif 
L.  ~  v/^  '     and  they,  with   the   mayor,   were  to  be   the  common 
V.  council,  and  to  make  bye-laws ;  the  right  of  election  was 

.Westwooo.  j^  ^^  mayor  and  commonalty,  together  with  the  alder- 
men, and  they  made  a  bye-law,  with  the  assent  of  the 
eommonally^  whereby  it  was  enacted,  that  the  mayor 
and  aldermen,  exclusive  of  the  commonalty,  should  elect 
the  burgesses.  The  question  was  on  the  validity  of  that 
bye-law.  Two  objections  were  made :  one,  that  it  ex- 
cluded an  integral  portion  of  the  corporation,  namely, 
the  commonalty;  but  upon  this  point,  as  far  as  I  can 
collect  it  from  the  report,  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
does  not  appear  to  me  to  have  proceeded.  The  other 
objection  was,  that  the  assent  of  the  commonalty  could 
give  no  title.  I  should  wish  your  Lordships  to  see  the 
manner  in  which  that  point  was  argued,  before  you  de- 
termine on  this  case,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining 
what  it  was  to  which  the  opinion  of  Lord  Mansjkld 
was  directed.  Mr.  ThurU/afs  argument  was,  that  the 
assent  of  the  commonalty  would  be  of  no  effect ;  "  that 
it  was  null  and  void,  and  cannot  bind  their  successors. 
The  power  of  making  bye-laws  is  given  by  the  charter 
to  the  mayor  and  aldermen  only ;  the  commonalty  have 
no  authority  to  interfere  at  all  in  that  matter.  It  is  not 
within  their  province ;  they  could  not  be  summoned  for 
such  a  purpose ;  nor  if  they  were  summoned,  could  they 
do  any  single  act  that  would  be  valid,  in  relation  either 
to  the  making  bye-laws,  or  assenting  to  or  dissenting 
from  them.  All  their  acts  of  that  kind  would  be  nuga- 
tory, null,  and  void,  as  they  have  no  sort  of  power  to 
meddle  therein." 

Then  he  draws  this  as  a  consequence;  *^  conse- 
quently, this  bye-law  is  to  be  considered  as  made  by 
the  mayor  and  aldermen  alone ;  and  the  addition  of 
the  words,  *  with  the  assent  of  the  commonalty,'  makes 
no  difference,  nor  carries  any  real   meaning,  because 

•    they 
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they  had  no  concern  in  what  was  transacted  any  more        1830. 
than  any  other  person,  or  even  an  absolute  stranger  to     The  kina 
the  corporation."  v. 

Now,  my  Lords,  what  says  Lord  Mansfield  on  this  ^    ^ 

fDode  of  argument  ?  '  Does  he  except  to  any  part  of  it  ? 
When  it  is  asserted,  that  the  commonalty  had  no  power 
to  interfere  in  the  matter ;  that  they  could  not  be  sum- 
moned for  any  such  purpose,  either  to  make  a  bye-law 
or  to  dissent  from  it;  does  he  interfere  either  to  qualify 
h  or  the  re^rse?  No;  he  stops  Mr.  TAurloWy  who  was 
pursuing  that  argument,  and  says,  **  the  body  at  large 
have  no  power  of  making  bye-laws,  because  that  power 
was  by  the  charter  given  to  the  common  counciL"  It  is 
a  power  given  to  the  common  council  to  make  the  bye- 
bws,  and  the  commonalty  had  no  right  to  interfere; 
they  had  nothing  to  do  with  making  bye-4aws;  and 
ibe  common  council,  he  says,  could  not,  igf  a  h^ 
laiDi  take  avxy  Jrom  the  body  at  large  that  right  vJiich 
the  charter  had  vested  in  the  whole  body.  This,  as  it 
seems  to  me,  is  the  single  ground  given  for  the  de- 
cision ;  and  it  was  on  this,  and  this  alone,  that  it  pro- 
foses  to  be  founded.  Now,  my  Lords,  if  it  be  so^ 
is  it  not  an  authority  on  the  very  point  which  your 
Lordships  are  considering?  It  is  said,  there  is  another 
objection  to  that  bye-law;  it  purports  to  be  made  by 
jtbe  mayor  and  aldermen,  with  the  assent  of  the  common" 
mltjf :  but  the  commonalty  had  not  otherwise  interfered ; 
and  I  cannot  believe  that  that  is  the  foundation  of  Lord 
Mans^ld^s  decision. 

I  would  further  ask,  whether  Lord  Mansjield  could 
have  entertained  a  notion  that  there  was  a  double  power 
given  to  the  corporation,  which  was  a  corporation  by 
prescription,  and  afterwards  incorporated  by  the  name 
of  the  mayor  and  commonalty  ?  There  is  not  a  hint 
from  him  that,  in  order  to  have  made  it  a  valid  bye-law, 
it  should   have  been   made   by   the  mayor,   common 

council, 
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1830.        council,  and  burgesses.     On  the  contrary,  he  says,  in 
The  Kin©     ^^^7  distinct  terms,  that  the  commonalty  had  no  powen 
V.  My  Lfords,  for  that  reason,  I  think  this  bye-law  is 

not  valid.  If,  in  that  case,  it  had  been  thought  that  a 
bye-law  of  this  description  could  have  been  made  by  the 
corporation  at  large,  is  it  not  probable  that  they  would 
have  put  it  in  that  way  in  the  pleadings  ?  It  appears  to 
me  that  that  case  is  a  very  powerful  authority  on  the 
present  question;  and,  on  the  whole,  there  being  no 
instance  in  which  there  has  been  a  double  power  exer- 
cised, and  it  appearing  that  there  is  nothing  pointed  at 
in  this  case,  to  which  the  general  power  of  the  body  at 
large  would  have  been  applicable,  except  a  bye-law  of 
this  nature,  and  as  the  charter  in  this  case,  in  distinct 
terms,  gives  a  right  of  election  to  the  mayor,  aldermen, 
and  burgesses,  I  humbly  submit  to  your  Lordships,  that 
the  corporation  has  not  the  power  of  making  such  a 
bye-law;  and  that  it  is,  therefore,  illegal  and  void. 

Alexander  C.  B.  My  Lords,  I  think  the  question 
ought  to  be  answered  in  the  affirmative;  and  as  I 
concur  in  many  of  the  reasons  which  have  been  already 
given  for  this  opinion,  it  will  be  less  incumbent  upon  me 
to  explain  them  fully. 

The  bye-law  was  made,  as  stated  in  the  plea,  by  the 
mayor,  bailiffs,  and  burgesses,  of  the  borough,  that  is, 
by  the  persons  to  whom  the  charter  is  addressed,  —  by 
the  body  at  large. 

It  appears  to  me  to  be  a  settled  principle,  pervading 
the  whole  law  upon  the  subject  of  corporations,  that  a 
power  to  make  bye-laws  is  incident  to  every  incorpora- 
tion. 

It  is  so  expressly  laid  down  in  the  iMunceston  case  (a), 
one  of  the  earliest  authorities  referred  to  upon  this  subject ; 

{a)  I  Roll,  A&r.  $1$. 

is 
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is  always  acknowledged  whenever  there  is  occasion  to        I8S0. 
allude  to  the  point,  and  has  not,  that  I  know  of,  been     1,  "  -  "^ 
ever  doabted,  much  less  contradicted.  ^^ 

This  bye-law,  therefore,  being  the  act   of  the  whole   Westwood. 
iocorponition,  must  be  valid,  unless  some  of  the  objec- 
tions that  have  been   made  to  it  shall  appear  to  be 
founded.. 

I  concur  in  none  of  them ;  and  in  consequence  agree 
with  the  two  Judges  of  the  King's  Bench  who  decided 
for  the  defendant  on  the  third  plea. 

This  is  the  general  view  which  I  take  of  the  question. 

Three  objections  only  have  been  made  to  this  bye*law. 

One  of  them  is  founded  on  a  supposed  want  of  power 
in  the  body  who  enacted  this  law,  to  make  any  law ; 
and  the  two  others  are  founded  on  a  supposed  illegality 
in  the  object  and  provisions  of  the  bye- law  itself. 

No  other  question  of  any  importance  has  been  sug- 
gested. 

The  objection  to  the  power  of  the  enacting  body 
depends,  as  it  seems  to  me,  entirely  upon  the  efiect  of 
the  charter  of  Charles  the  Second,  and  the  acceptance 
by  the  old  corporation  of  that  charter. 

It  is  said  that  this  charter  confers  upon  a  select  body, 
namely,  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  bailiffs,  being  the 
common  council,  full  power  and  authority  to  constitute 
and  ordain  all  reasonable  laws,  statutes,  and  ordinances, 
according  to  their  discretion ;  and  then,  without  denying 
that  there  was  incident  to  the  incorporation  a  power  to 
make  bye-laws,  the  argument  insists  that  this  inci- 
dental power  ceased  in  the  body  at  large  by  the  accept- 
ance of  the  charter  conferring  upon  the  select  body  the 
same  authority. 

A  satisfactory  answer  has  been  given  to  this  argument. 
Though  the  clause  conferred  power  of  making  laws  upon 
the  sdect  body,  it  still  remains  to  be  determined  to 

Vol.  VII.  G  what 
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18S0.       vbat  8ob|ec^  that  power,  according  to  the  true  con- 

Th  koto     ^^^^^^  ^f  ^®  charter,  extended. 

fu  That  point  must  be  determined;    because^  if  the 

Wnrrwooo.  authority  to  make  laws,  bestowed  upon  a  select  body, 
be  limited,  either  by  the  express  terms  of  the  grant 
itself^  or  be  limited  by  the  construction  which  the 
general  terms  used  ought  to  receive,  it  follows,  as  it 
appears  to  me^  that  the  implied  revocation  of  the  powers 
previously  existing  in  the  incorporation  at  large,  roust 
have  the  same  limitation.  The  previously  existing 
powers  are  revoked  or  extinguished,  so  fisir  only  as  they 
are  or  can  be  conferred  on  the  select  bodv.  Such  is 
the  nature,  I  think,  of  all  implied  revocation. 

Without  entering  upon  any  analysis  of  the  language 
employed  in  the  charter  for  bestowing  on  the  select 
body  the  power  to  make  bye-laws,  I  will  remind  your 
Lordships  that  there  is  not  in  it  any  one  specific  expres- 
sion pointing  at  this  subject,  and  if  it  be  sought  for 
there  at  all,  nothing  but  general  expressions  can  be 
pointed  out  as  conferring  it. 

I  will  not  enquire  what  ought  to  be  the  consequence 
of  a  power  given  in  unequivocal  and  express  terms  to  a 
select  body  to  legislate  upon  such  a  subject  as  this. 
What  is  of  more  importance,  I  will  request  of  your 
Lordships  to  recollect,  that  it  is  expressly  decided,  that 
the  ordinary  case  of  an  authority  given  in  general  words, 
as  here,  will  not  by  law  warrant  an  ordinance  made  by 
the  select  body  to  limit  the  powers  of  the  general  body 
in  a  material  point. 

This  is  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  Maidstone  causes,— 
T^e  King  v.  Spencer  and  The  King  v.  Cutbush^  *-  this 
is  the  point  decided  by  them,  and  perhaps  they  ought 
not  to  be  considered  as  deciding  any  thing  else;  but 
they  are  always  treated  as  fixing  that  point.  There- 
fore,  in  the  present  case,  the  select  body  had  not 
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by  the  charter,  nor  by  law,  the  authority  to  make  the        18S0. 
ordinance  now  in  question.     The  consequence  is,  that, 
according  to  the  principles  I  have  mentioned,  the  au- 
thority to  make  such  a  bye-law  continued  in  the  corpor-     Webtwood. 
fttioD  at  large,  if  ever  it  resided  there. 

la  answer  to  the  assertion,  that  the  power  in  the 
•elect  body  conferred  by  the  charter  would  deprive  the 
general  body  of  that  power  whic^  the  general  law  re- 
specting  corporations  confers  upon  them,  it  is  my  hum- 
ble opinion,  that  no  power  of  making  any  such  bye-law 
.was  conferred  by  the  charter  on  the  select  body,  and 
therefore,  that  it  could  not  deprive  the  incorporation  at 
iaige  of  the  power  which  they  before  had  of  making 
jsach  a  law  as  that  now  in  question. 

My  Lords,  it  would  not  be  difficult  for  me  to  unfold 
ibb  argument  more  at  large ;  but  I  will  not  occupy  the 
•important  time  of  your  Lordships  in  doing  so.  I  avow 
that  I  have  adopted  my  view  of  this  part  of  the  subject 
from  the  reason  of  one  of  the  learned  Judges  who  de- 
cided this  cause  below,  —  a  Judge  equally  distinguished 
for  the  depth  of  his  knowledge  and  the  solidity  of  his 
understanding,  whose  infirmities  have  withdrawn  him 
firooi  the  public  service.  My  Lords,  I  am  not  citing 
tfris  opinion  as  authority  ;  I  do  not  forget  that  this  opi- 
Dioii  is  at  ^Ae  present  moment  under  review.  I  am  not 
using  the  excepiio  gmdem  rei  cujus  petitvr  dissohUio ;  I 
mention  it  only,  lest  it  should  seem  to  any  of  your  Lord-  . 
ships  that  I  have  passed  too  rapidly  over  an  important 
part  of  this  question.  I  have  done  so  to  economise 
the  time  of  the  House,  feeling  as  I  do,  that  the  observ- 
ations which  have  affected  my  mind  are  to  be  found  in 
■die  opinion  to  which  I  have  alluded. 

The  argument  rests  on  the  hypothesis,  that  the  crown 
intended  to  give  the  power  to  the  select  body. 

Strange  hypothesis,  that  the  crown  in/ended  by  certain 
words  to  confer  a  power  which  it  is  decided  those  words, 
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1830.  though  used  by  the  crown,  will  not  give,  and  upon  that 
hypothesis  to  take  away  a  power  which,  it  is  admitted, 
would  otherwise  reside  in  the  body  at  large.  I  conclude, 
WfiSTwooD.  then,  on  this  point,  that  as  the  authority  to  legislate  on 
this  subject  must  reside  in  the  incorporation  at  large  or 
nowhere,  the  incorporation  had  that  authority,  which  is 
now  denied  to  them,  and  that  the  want  of  authority  is 
not  a  good  objection  to  the  bye-law. 

The  next  objections  are  to  the  objects  and  provisions 
of  the  bye-law.     They  are  two. 

The  first  I  shall  notice  is,  that  the  bye-law  dis- 
franchises an  integral  part  of  the  corporation. 

If  this  objection  were  true  in  fact,  the  legal  conse- 
quence would  not  he  disputed.  It  is  an  acknowledged 
principle,  that  any  bye-law  displacing  from  its  functions 
an  integral  part  of  the  corporation,  is  invalid. 

The  answer  to  this  objection  is,  that  it  is  not  true  in 
fact  No  integral  part  of  the  corporation,  which  has  any 
function  to  perform  upon  this  subject,  is  displaced  from 
that  function. 

The  assertion  on  the  part  of  the  appellant  is,  that  the 
whole  body  of  the  burgesses  are  so  displaced. 

The  respondent  answers,  that  is  a  misrepresentation 
of  the  fact. 

The  function  or  power  to  elect  burgesses  is  conferred 
by  the  charter  on  the  mayor,  bailiffs,  and  burgesses. 
No  notice  whatever  is  taken  in  this  particular  provision 
of  the  aldermen  as  a  distinct  body,  so  as  to  sever  them 
in  the  exercise  of  this  particular  duty  from  their  brother 
burgesses.  That  they  must  be  burgesses  is  manifest 
from  the  direction  for  choosing  them.  It  is  expressly 
provided,  that  upon  the  death  or  removal  of  an  alder- 
man, his  place  shall  be  supplied  by  an  election  to  be 
made  from  among  the  burgesses. 

When,  therefore,  the  charter  directs,  that  the  mayor, 
bailiffs,  and  burgesses  shall  elect  burgesses,  it  must  ne- 
cessarily 
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oessarily  include  every  alderman  in  his  individual  cha«        1830. 

racter  of  a  burgess ;  and  when  the  bye-law  ordains  that     V^  \-- ' 

the  mayor,  bailiffs,  and  aldermen  shall  elect  burgesses,  ^, 

they  expressly  give  the  power  to  a  select  number  of  the    Westwood. 

burgesses,  and  do  not  exclude  that  body.     They  limit 

them — they  select  them,  but  do  not  exclude  that  integral 

part  of  the  corporation.     It  is  precisely  the  same  thing 

as  if  the  bye-law  had  enacted  that  the  burgesses  shall  in 

fiitare  be  chosen  by  the  mayor,  bailiffs,  and  such  of  the 

burgesses  as  should  be  aldermen.  ' 

The  limitation  might  be  objected  to ;  the  new  condi- 
tion required  of  the  burgesses,  before  they  could  concur 
in  the  election,  might  be  complained  of;  but  it  is  im- 
possible to  urge,  with  any  plausibility,  the  technical  ob- 
jection, that  by  tliis  ordinance  an  integral  part  of  the 
corporation  is  excluded. 

The  third,  or  last  objection,  ssems  to  me  the  most 
important  of  all.  It  touches  somewhat  the  political 
considerations  which  may  be  permitted  to  mix  them- 
selves in  these  questions. 

It  is  said  that  the  decisions  which  have  supported 
bye-laws  limiting  the  number  of  electors,  arc  confined  to 
the  elections  of  officers  of  the  corporation.     To  them 
somebody  must  be  nominated,  and  the  question  is.  Who? 
which  is  of  inferior  consequence;  but  that  upon  this 
question,  it  depends  of  how  many  the  body  itself  shall 
consist,  which  is  of  superior  importance,  and  affects  the 
constitution  itself.     That,  in  the  present  case,  the  alter- 
ation is  made  in  such  a  way  as  in  all  probability  to 
limit  much  the  number  of  the  corporation,  and  by  that 
means  to  prevent  the  bye-law  being  ever  revoked  with- 
out the  consent  of  the  select  body,  to  whom  the  authority 
is  delegated.    This  is  urged  as  being  a  fatal  objection  to 
the  principle  of  the  bye-lnw.     The  distinction  taken  is 
between  a  law   regulating  the  election  of  a  superior 
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18S0.        officer,  and  one  regulating  the  election  of  burgesses  who 
l^'  "  individually  constitute  the  body  at  large. 

^^  Several  observations,  made  in  answer  to  this  view  of 

WssTwooD.   the  subject,  have  prevented  my  adopting  it 

The  first  is,  that  it  is  entirely  new.  No  such  dis* 
tinction  that  I  have  been  able  to  discover  was  ever, 
pointed  at  until  The  King  v.  Bird^  before  Lord  EUeri' 
boroughj  the  last  case  before  the  present. 

The  language  respecting  the  power  in  corporations 
to  limit  the  number  of  electors  is  always  general. 

From  the  Case  of  Corporations  downwards,  in  all  the 
various  questions  that  have  arisen  respecting  limitations 
imposed  by  ordinances  on  the  number  of  electors,  no 
counsel,  no  judges,  that  I  have  been  able  to  discover, 
ever  alluded  to  such  a  distmction. 

It  is  difficult  not  to  doubt  the  soundness  of  a  dis- 
tinction, which  appears  to  have  escaped  many  consider- 
able men,  during  ages;  though  their  attention  was 
called  to  subjects  closely  connected  with  it.  It  is  quite  ' 
true,  as  has  been  observed,  that  almost  all  the  cases 
related  to  the  election  of  officers ;  but  it  is  equally  true, 
that  the  principles  upon  which  these  cases  were  decided, 
whether  the  bye-law  was  approved  or  condemned,  are 
applied  generally  to  all  elections ;  and  that,  neither  by 
way  of  argument  or  illustration,  is  any  difference  made 
between  the  election  of  an  officer  or  of  a  burgess. 

I  have  said  that  almost  all  the  cases  related  to  the 
election  of  officers.  This  is  not  universally  true.  The 
cases  of  TAe  King  v.  Head  (a),  and  Hoblyn  and  Others 
V.  The  Kingj  in  this  house,  are  cases  in  which  the  con-> 
troversy  related  to  the  election  of  burgesses.  They  are, 
in  effect,  the  same  case ;  but  they  came  in  a  different 
form,  and  were  argued  before  different  tribunals*  Look 
through  these  arguments,  you  will  find  the  same  cases 

(a)  4  Burr,  is^S* 

cited, 
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cited,  the  same  principles  insisted  npon,  as  in  the  usual 

debates  upon  the  bye-laws   regulating  the  election  of 

officers ;  as  far  as  we  can  guess  from  the  reports  that 

hare  been  handed  down  to  us,  the  cases  were  decided    Westwood. 

exactly   upon  the  same    grounds.     In    The    King   t. 

Headj  Lord  Mansfield  says,  —  **  This  is  exactly  the 

case  of  Maidstone"    It  was  a  very  short  case.     In 

substance  it  was  this.     The  charter  gave  the  power  of 

decting  burgesses  to  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  com* 

monalty.     It  gave  the  power  of  making  bye-laws  to  the 

mayor  and  aldermen.    The  mayor  and  aldermen  made 

a  bye-law,  displacing  the  commonalty  from  the  exercise 

of  their  function  of  election.     Upon  the  ground  that  it 

displaced  an  integral  part  of  those  to  whom  the  charter 

confided  this  function,  the  bye-law  was  held  to  be  invalid. 

It  occurred  to  no  man,  counsel  or  judge,  to  state  that  the 

subject,  the  election  of  burgesses,  was  one  which  could 

not  be  touched  by  any  bye-law.     It  seems  impossible,  if 

such  a  principle  had  been  present  in  their  minds,  that  it 

should  not  have  come  forth  upon  that  occasion. 

The  latest  case  except  the  present,  TTie  King  v.  Bird^ 
before  the  King's  Bench  in  the  time  of  Lord  EUen-^ 
horoughy  is  a  positive  decision  in  favour  of  my  view  of 
this  point  which  I  am  now  discussing.  It  is  nearly, 
and,  as  it  seems  to  me,  in  every  material  respect,  the 
same  case  as  that  before  your  Lordships.  The  con-* 
troversy  regarded  the  election  of  a  burgess,  and  not  of 
an  officer.  Here,  for  the  first  time  in  ar^ment,  the 
distinction  between  the  election  of  an  oflicer  and  the 
election  of  corporators  is  brought  forward  by  Mr.  Dam* 
pier,  one  of  the  counsel.  It  no  sooner  appears  than  it 
is  crushed.  Lord  EUenboroughj  in  page  385.  of  the  Re^ 
port,  says,  **  It  is  calculated  to  exclude  popular  confusion 
in  elections,  a  principle  which  was  long  ago  established 
in  the  Case  of  Corporations^  and  I  see  no  reason  why  it 
should  not  have  been  as  much  applicable  to  the  election 
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of  burgesses  at  large,  as  of  the  higher  orders  of  the  cor* 
poration  in  the  time  of  Lord  Coker 
V.  Such  is  the  reception  which  this  distinction  receives 

Westwood.  vben  it  first  presents  itself  at  this  late  period.  I  trust, 
therefore,  your  Lordships  will  not  think  that  I  have 
rashly  represented  this  distinction  between  the  election 
of  officers  and  the  election  of  corporators,  as  having  no 
foundation  in  any  ancient  authority,  and  as  contra- 
dicted by  some  that  are  modern. 

These  circumstances,  I  humbly  submit,  constitute  a 
strong  argument  against  it. 

It  will  be  proper  to  enquire,  shortly,  whether  this  dis- 
tinction is  better  supported  by  the  principle  of  the 
decisions,  than  it  is  by  their  language. 

One  prevailing  reason  for  this  licence  to  alter  in  some 
degree  the  construction  of  a  corporation  as  to  elections, 
pervades  every  authority  upon  the  subject.  It  is  an- 
nounced in  the  Case  of  Cof-porationSf  and  reappears 
whenever  the  subject  is  mentioned.  The  authority  is 
given  by  the  law  for  the  avoiding  of  popular  dis- 
order and  confusion.  To  alter  the  right  or  mode  of 
election  prescribed  by  the  charter,  is  beyond  all  dispute 
a  variation  of  the  constitution  in  every  case.  But  the 
law  allows  and  supports  it  for  the  important  reason 
given. 

We  should  therefore,  pimdjacie,  allow  and  support 
it  wherever  the  reason  exists.  Does  it  not  exist  in  the 
case  of  corporators,  as  much  as  of  officers  annual  or 
otherwise,  of  those  who  are  to  nominate?  Are  the 
people  of  this  country  so  ignorant  and  short-sighted,  as 
not  in  many  cases,  to  know  and  feel  that  upon  the  event 
of  the  election  of  corporators,  other  more  prominent 
and  seemingly  important  elections  may  depend  ?  It 
would  be  wasting  words  to  employ  more  in  reminding 
your  Lordships,  that  every  mischief  which  it  is  the 
object  of  this  rule  of  law  to  remedy  or  to  prevent,  is  as 

likely 
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likely  to  occur  in  the  election  of  corporators  as  of  18S0. 
bailiffs,  aldermen,  or  jurats,  to  whom  it  is  wished  to 
confine  it.  It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  that  this  case 
being  within  the  general  mischief,  is  within  the  general  Wjbstwoch). 
remedy.  I  am  fully  sensible  of  the  force  of  the  observ- 
ation, that  it  seems  contrary  to  the  spirit  of  the  cor- 
poration law  to  permit  any  alteration  of  the  original 
constitution  given,  or  presumed  to  be  given,  by  the 
crown.  This  is  an  observation  calculated  to  strike  all 
men  the  instant  is  made.  But  it  is  corrected  by  re- 
flection and  enquiry.  You  find  upon  examination,  that 
the  law  does  permit  the  body  to  alter  its  constitution 
for  wise  and  salutary  purposes.  This  has  been  done 
for  ages,  allowed  by  the  Judges,  united  after  mature 
deliberation,  centuries  ago,  approved  by  many  eminent 
lawyers  in  succession,  and  objected  to  by  none.  Who 
can  deny  that  it  is  altering  the  constitution  of  a  corpor- 
ation, to  deprive  many  electors  of  the  right  of  electing 
all  the  officers  of  the  corporation,  from  the  highest 
to  the  lowest  ?  Yet,  it  is  acknowledged  this  may  be 
done. 

The  question  therefore  is,  whether  this  alteration  is 
not  justified  by  the  like  reason.  It  appears  to  me  to  be 
so. 

What  Lord  Mansfield  said  in  the  case  of  T/te  King 
V.  Spencer^  respecting  bye-laws,  may  surely  be  applied 
with  great  truth  to  the  electing  corporators.  His 
words  are  these,  —  "  Where  the  power  of  making  bye- 
laws  is  in  the  body  at  large,  they  may  delegate  their 
rights  to  a  select  body,  who  become  the  representative 
of  the  whole  community."  Here  the  body  at  large  have 
delegated  their  right  of  electing  burgesses  to  a  select 
body,  and  the  select  body  are,  in  that  respect,  tlie 
representatives  of  the  whole  community. 

There  remains  to  me  but  one  ol^ection  more  to 
notice.     It  is,  that  this  bye-law  is  so  contrived,  that  it 

will 
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18S0.        will  not  probably  be  revoked.    The  select  body  will  so 
V^  T, - ^     manage  as   to  be  at  all  times  the  majority  of  the 
^^  burgesses,  and  so  preserve  the  power  which  tlie  bye- 

Westwood.  law  has  placed  in  their  hands.  My  Lords»  I  confess 
that,  although  this  is  bat  speculation,  I  do  not  consider 
it  as  any  disadvantage.  If  it  was  beneficial  to  enact  this 
law,  if  its  effect  is  useful,  it  would  seem  that  its  endur- 
ance should  be  beneficial  too.  The  acknowledged 
principle  which  has  hitlierto  supported  every  bye-law  of 
the  kind,  when  enacted  by  competent  authority,  is  the 
preservation  of  order  in  the  community,  and  the  exclu- 
sion of  riot  and  commotionr.  The  same  principle  shoukl 
lead  us  to  consider  any  regulation  which  has  a  tendency 
to  produce  that  effect  permanently,  as  the  more  merito- 
rious on  that  account. 

On  Wednesday^  July  21st,  the  question  was  put  to 
their  LfOrdships,  in  the  absence  of  the  Lord  ChanceUctj 
by 

Lord  Tenterden  C.  J.  My  Lords,  there  is  a  case 
which  stands  for  your  Lordships'  judgment,  of  The 
King  V.  fVestwood^  which  was  brought  up  to  this  House 
by  writ  of  error  from  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench. 

The  record  is  of  this  nature :  it  is  a  proceeding  by 
information  in  the  nature  of  a  writ  of  quo  warranto^ 
calling  on  the  defendant  to  shew  by  what  authority 
he  claims  to  be  a  burgess  of  the  borough  of  CAepping 
Wycombe, 

The  defendant  has  alleged,  that  the  borough  of  Chep* 
ping  Wycombe  has  been  a  borough  from  time  immemo- 
rial, consisting  of  a  mayor,  bailifTs,  and  an  indefinite 
number  of  burgesses. 

It  appears  also- by  the  record,  that  His  Majesty  King 
Charles  the  Second  granted  a  charter  to  thb  corporation^ 

in 
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in  the  name  of  the  mayor,  bailifis,  and  burgesses,  and        18S0. 
that  in  tliat  charter  there  is  a  clause  whereby  the  mayor,      L^  \. 
tNuliffi,  and  burgesses  of  the  borough,  and  their  sue-  v. 

ceisorsy  or  the  major  part  of  them,  from  time  to  time,    Westwood. 
for  ever,  should  and  might  be  able  to  select  so  many 
and  such  other  men,  inhabiting  or  not  inhabiting  within 
the  borough,  as  to  them  should  seem  most  expedient, 
to  be  burgesses  of  the  said  borough.     In  this  charter 
there  is  also  a  power  to  make  bye-laws,  which  is  ex^ 
pressed  in  these  terms :  ^^  And  the  said  king  did  thereby 
grant   and   confirm   to  the  said   mayor,   bailiffs,   and 
burgesses,   that  the  aldermen  and  bailiffs   should   be 
and  be  called  the  common  council   of  the  borough; 
and  that  they  and  their  successors,  for  the  time  being, 
or  the  major  part  of  them,  (of  whom  the  mayor  for 
the  time  being  the  said  late  king  willed  to  be  one,) 
might  and  should  have  full  power   and   authority  to 
frame,  constitute,  ordain,  and  make,  from  time  to  time, 
such  reasonable  laws,  statutes,  and  ordinances  what- 
soever, as  to  them  should  seem  to  be  good,  wholesome, 
useful,  honest,  and  necessary,  according  to  their  sound 
discretion,  for  the  good  rule  and  government  of  the 
burgesses,  artificers,   8cc.   inhabitants  of  the   borough 
aforesaid,  for  the  time  being,  and  for  declaring  in  what 
manner  and  order  the  aforesaid  mayor,  aldermen,  bai- 
liflk,  and  burgesss,  and  the  artificers,  inhabitants,  and 
residents  of  the  borough  aforesaid  should  behave,  con- 
duct, and  carry  themselves  in  their  offices,  mysteries, 
and  business  within  the  same  borough,  and  the  limits 
thereof,  for  the  time  being,  and  otherwise  for  the  fur- 
ther good  and  public  advantage  and  rule  of  the  same 
borough.** 

The  Defendant  then  further  avers,  that  a  bye-law 
was  made  by  the  body  at  large,  —  not  the  select  body,  to 
whom  the  power  of  making  bye-laws  is  given  by  the 
diarter,  but  by  the  body  at  large^  —  by  which  it  is 

directed, 
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18S0.        will  not  probably  be  revoked.     The  sidect  body  will  ga 

\,    ^^    '     manage  as   to  be  at  all  times  the   majority  of  tbe 
The  Kino      .         ®  ^  .  f .  .     .      . 

^^  bargessesy  and  so  preserve  the  power  which  tiie  by^ 

Westwooix  law  has  placed  in  their  hands.  My  Lords»  I  confess 
that,  although  this  is  but  speculation,  I  do  not  constdef 
it  as  any  disadvantage.  If  it  was  beneficial  to  enact  this 
law,  if  its  effect  is  useful,  it  would  seem  that  its  endur- 
ance should  be  beneficial  too.  The  acknowledged 
principle  which  has  hitlierto  supported  every  bye-law  of 
the  kind,  when  enacted  by  competent  authority,  is  the 
preservation  of  order  in  the  community,  and  the  exclu- 
sion of  riot  and  commotion.  The  same  principle  should 
lead  us  to  consider  any  regulation  which  has  a  tendency 
to  produce  that  eflfect  permanently,  as  the  more  merito- 
rious on  that  account. 

On  Wednesday^  Jtdy  21$t,  the  question  was  put  to 
their  Lordships,  in  the  absence  of  the  Lord  Chancellarj 

by 

Lord  Tenterden  C.  J.  My  Lords,  there  is  a  case 
which  stands  for  your  Lordships'  judgment,  of  T^e 
King  V.  fVestwoody  which  was  brought  up  to  this  House 
by  writ  of  error  from  the  judgment  of  the  Court  oi 
King's  Bench. 

The  record  is  of  this  nature :  it  is  a  proceeding  by 
information  in  the  nature  of  a  writ  of  quo  warranfOf 
calling  on  the  defendant  to  shew  by  what  authority 
he  claims  to  be  a  burgess  of  the  borough  of  Chepping 
Wycombe. 

The  defendant  has  alleged,  that  the  borough  of  Chep^ 
ping  Wycombe  has  been  a  borough  from  time  immemo^ 
rial,  consisting  of  a  mayor^  bailiffs,  and  an  indefinite 
number  of  burgesses. 

It  appears  also*  by  the  record,  that  His  Majesty  King 
Charles  the  Second  granted  a  charter  to  this  corporaticv:^ 

in 
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imposed,  and  accept  the  benefit  which  was  conferred        18S0. 

upon   them ;    and  accordingly  there  was  judgment  in 

the  Court  below  for  the  crown  upon  that  point,  namely, 

that  the  allegation  that  the  charter  was  accepted  in  part    Westwood. 

was  a  bad  allegation. 

Another  question  made  on  this  record  was.  Whether 
the  bye-law  which  I  mentioned  to  your  Lordships,  and 
which  your  Lordships  observe  was  made  by  the  body  at 
large,  giving  the  power  of  electing  burgesses  to  the 
select  body,  was  or  was  not  a  good  bye-law.  Upon 
that  question  there  has  been  a  difference  of  opinion ; 
there  was  a  difference  of  opinion  in  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench,  and  there  was  a  difference  of  opinion  expressed 
by  the  learned  Judges  on  answering  the  questions  put 
to  them  by  your  Lordships.  A  very  considerable 
majority,  however,  of  the  Judges  have  been  of  opinion, 
that  this  bye-law  is  a  good  bye-law :  it  was  held  so  by  a 
majority  of  the  Judges  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench ; 
the  learned  Judges  distinctly  gave  that  opinion;  and  I 
have  to  state,  that  having  been  one  of  the  Judges  who, 
on  the  first  occasion  felt  a  great  doubt,  I  have  now 
arrived  at  the  conclusion,  that  the  opinion  of  the  ma- 
jority of  the  Judges  is  well  founded. 

That  question  arises  in  this  way.  It  is  admitted  on 
the  pleadings,  that  the  corporation  of  Chepping  Wycombe 
has  existed  from  time  immemorial.  To  such  a  corpor- 
ation it  is  incident,  that  the  whole  body  should  have  the 
power  of  continuing  itself,  and  giving  itself  perpetual 
existence,  which  is  incident  to  a  corporation ;  but,  inas- 
much as  in  this  charter  of  Charles  the  Second,  a  special 
power  of  making  bye-laws  is  given  not  to  the  body  at 
large,  but  to  a  select  body,  it  became  a  question,  whether 
that  might  not,  by  implication,  take  away  the  power  of 
making  bye-laws  which  had  previously  existed  in  the 
body  at  large  ?  But  the  majority  of  the  Judges,  upon  a 
view  of  this  bye-law,  and  upon  considering  its  terms 

very 
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very  maturely,  have  been  of  opinion  that  the  charter  did 
not  give  the  power  of  making  bye-laws  for  the  election 
V.  of  burgesses  to  the  select  body,  so  as,  by  implication,  to 

prevent  the  body  at  large  from  making  the  bye-law  in 
question.  That  was  a  question,  certainly,  of  great  im- 
portance. I,  myself  as  I  have  stated,  entertained  con- 
siderable doubt  upon  it  when  the  question  was  before 
the  Court.  A  majority  of  the  Judges,  however,  have 
been  of  opinion,  that  the  power  of  making  bye-laws  by 
the  select  body,  not  being  inconsistent  with  the  power 
of  making  bye-laws  in  the  body  at  large  on  the  subject 
of  the  election  of  burgesses,  that  power  was  not  takea 
away.  I  have  had  some  communicaticm  with  my  Lord 
Chancellor  upon  the  subject,  and  I  find  he  is  also  of 
that  opinion  ;  and,  upon  a  full  consideration,  my  Lords, 
I  have  also  come  to  the  same  conclusion.  I  should 
intimate  to  your  Lordships,  that  some  few  of  the  learned 
Judges  were  of  opinion,  that  such  a  bye-law  could  not, 
under  any  circumstances,  be  good;  that  is,  that  the 
corporation  at  large  could  not,  under  any  circumstances, 
transfer  the  power  of  electing  from  themselves  to  a 
definite  portion  of  their  body.  There  have  been,  how- 
ever, so  many  decisions  upon  this  point,  and  so  many 
bye-laws  have  been  held  to  be  good,  which,  if  this  were 
bad,  would  be  also  open  to  objection,  that  I  have  no 
difficulty  in  saying,  that,  (referring  to  the  particular 
charter  of  this  corporation,)  I  concur  in  the  opinion  of 
the  majority  of  the  Judges,  and  of  my  Lord  Chancellor, 
that  this  is  a  good  and  valid  bye-law,  as  it  was  held  in 
the  Court  below  to  be.  I  therefore  recommend  to  your 
Lordships,  to  affirm  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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Imperial  Gas  Company  v.  Clarke  and  Others.       Nov.  & 


nrmS  was  an  action  against  the  Defendant  for  alleged  Defendantt, 
misconduct,  in  making  false  entries  and  false  returns  *        ^^  * 

^   ^  corporation 

in  the  books  of  the  Imperial  Gas  Light  Company,  a  for  makings 
corporate  body,  at  a  time  when  the  Defendants  were  J^^i'^directon, 
acting  in  the  capacity  of  directors.     The  declaration  did  !„  ^he  books 
not  disclose  the  specific  entries  complained  of,  and  there  of  the  cor- 
was  no  particular  delivered.  HeW*^ot 

titled  to  in- 

Tadify  Seijt.,  on  affidavit  of  these  facts,  had  obtained  'P^^  ^^^ 

a  mle  nisi  for  the  Defendants  to  be  permitted,  from  corporation 

time  to  time,  to  inspect  the  books  of  the  Company,  and  at  all  events, 

take  such  copies  as  they  thought  fit.  Z^^^^t 

that  such  in- 
tViide  Serjt  opposed  the  rule,  on  the  ground  that  the  »P«^on  ^"^ 
Defendants  had  established  no  necessity  for  such  general  their  defence, 
access  to  the  PlaintifB'  sources  of  evidence,  and  that  no 
decided  case  had  gone  to  such  a  length ;  the  principle 
being,  that  one  party  could  only  be  compelled  to  dis- 
close to  the  other  documents  which  he  might  be  con- 
sidered  to   hold   as   a   trustee   for   both.      Ratcliff  v. 
EUasby(a)j  Raxe  v.  Howden{b\  Bundle  v.  Beaumont,  (c) 
He  offered,  however,  that  a  letter  from  the  Plaintiffs' 
attorney,   stating  the  items   of  the  Plaintifis'  charge, 
should  be  considered  as  a  particular,  and  that  details 
should  be  given  of  an  item  for  the  year  1824,  —  "  Sundry 
accounts  debtor  to  coke,  6700/." 


( 0  S  Bingb.  148.  (t)  4  Id.  539.  (f)  lb.  537. 


Taddy. 
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V. 

Clarke. 


18S0.  Taddy.  [Andrews  Serjt.  was  with  him.)     The  case  of 

"  1  P       ^  corporation  is  an  exception,  and  all  parties  concerned 

Company      are  entitled  to  the  inspection  of  corporate  books,  for 

the  purpose  of  seeing  bye-laws  or  entries  made  while 

they  were  members  of  the  company. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  The  Defendants  require  too  much ; 
and  their  affidavit  does  not  disclose  any  thing  to  entitle 
them  to  what  they  seek  at  the  hands  of  the  Court.  The 
general  rule,  no  doubt,  exempts  a  party  from  producing 
papers  to  his  opponent,  unless  he  can  be  considered  to 
hold  them  in  the  character  of  trustee.  But  there  are 
exceptions  to  the  rule ;  and  in  the  case  of  corporations 
a  party  has  been  entitled  to  have  access  to  bye-laws,  and 
the  like.  The  Defendants,  however,  have  not  deposed 
that  they  are  unable  to  conduct  their  defence  without 
access  to  the  books  of  the  company ;  and,  for  aught  that 
appears  to  the  contrary,  they  may  have  in  their  re- 
collection all  the  particulars  with  which  they  now  re- 
quire to  be  furnished.  They  ought  to  have  shewn  that 
there  was  something  in  the  books  essential  to  their 
defence.  If  the  attorney's  letter  be  considered  as  a  par- 
ticular, and  the  details  of  the  item  of  accounts  in  1824 
be  given,  as  proposed,  I  think  enough  has  been  done. 
I  am  unwilling  to  extend  the  rule  for  compelling  a 
party  to  allow  inspection  of  documents  in  his  pos- 
session. 

Rule  discharged  on  the  terms  proposed. 
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Treoonino,  Assignee  of  Jenner  and  Soppett,      Nov.  8. 
Bankrupts,  v.  Attenborough. 

rpROVER  for  silks.     At  the  trial  before  Tindal  C.  J,  A  pawnbroker 
^    London  sittings  after  Trinity  term,  the  bankrupt  ^^''^^^'^' 
Soppett  stated  that  the  Defendant,  a  pawnbroker,  had  diatressy  upon 
twice  supplied  him  when  in  distress  with  200Z.  upon  a  *  *^®P^  ^^ 
deposit  of  silks ;  and  upon  the  second  occasion  made  out  entered  the 
an  invoice^  as  if  the  goods  had  |;)een  sold  to  him,  and  transaction  in 
took  a  receipt  for  200/.  ^^^^^  ^ 

lo  his  books  the  Defendant  had  described  the  trans*  vances,  each 
action  as  consisting  of  several  advances,  each  of  less  than  o^  j^^^ 
10/.,  and  in  the  whole  amounting  to  the  sum  received  amounting  in 
by  Soppett.     No  direct  stipulation  was  proved  for  any  the  whole  to 
specific  rate  of  interest.  *°^  trader 

On  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff  it  was  contended,  that  the  having  become 
transaction  was  usurious,  and  designed  to  elude  the  bankrupt,  and 

Pawnbrokers'  Act  hTvhJ^^^Id  in 

The  Chief  Justice  left  it  to  the  jury  to  find  whether  trover  for  the 
the  goods  had  been  deposited  on  a  contract  to  pay  more  !^!^!  d^ 
than  5  per  cent,  interest  for  money  advanced ;  and  a  turb  a  verdict 

verdict  having  been  given  for  the  Plaintiff,  5l"?^.^  ^® 

^  ®  *  Phuntiffupon 

a  direction  to 

Andrem  Serjt  moved  to  set  it  aside,  on  the  ground  the  jury  to 

that  the  evidence  shewed  rather  a  lawful  pledging,  under  ^^  T^^  ^^^ 

the  Pawnbrokers'  Act,  than   a   contract  for   usurious  been  deposited 

interest ;  and  that  at  all  events  the  parties  beins:  in  pari  ^^  *  contract 

.to  pay  more 
ddictOf  the  Defendant  was  entitled  to  retain  the  goods,  than  5  per 

In  Fitzroy  v.  Gwillim  (a),   it  was   held,    that  before   a  cent,  interest, 
party  can  entitle  himself  by  a  civil  action  to  relief  from 
an  usurious  contract  he  must  tender  all  the  money  really 
advanced.     The  parties  being  in  jpari  delicto^  potior  est 

{a)  I  T.R.ISZ. 
Vol.  VII.  ♦  H  conditio 
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issa 


Trbooning 

Vm 

Atten- 

BOROUGH. 


conditio  possidentis.  [  Tindal  C.  J.  That  case  has  been 
looked  on  with  great  suspicion  for  many  years,  if  not 
actually  over-ruled;  besides  it  was  treated  by  Lord 
Mansfield  as  if  it  had  been  an  action  for  money  had  and 
received ;  for  he  begins  by  saying,  ^*  This  is  an  equitable 
action."  But  trover  is  an  action  of  strict  law.]  The 
principle  seems  to  have  been  acted  on  in  Hindle  v. 
(yBrien.{a)  {GaseleeJ.  That  was  an  application  to 
the  equitable  jurisdiction  of  the  Court] 

TiMDAL  C.  J,  It  was  the  province  of  the  jury  to  de- 
cide with  what  object  the  goods  were  deposited  in  the 
hands  of  the  Defendant,  and  it  was  left  for  them  to  say 
whether  there  was  any  contract  for  interest  at  more  than 
5  per  cent.  The  Pawnbrokers'  Act  is  out  of  the  question, 
because  it  only  sanctions  advances  to  the  extent  of  10/. 
And  the  case  of  Fitzrqy  v.  GwiUim  can  scarcely  be  sup- 
ported in  point  of  law,  because  under  the  statute  of  Anne 
every  contract  for  more  than  5  per  cent,  interest  is  abso- 
lutely void ;  and  if  the  jury  find  this  contract  to  have 
been  such,  the  Defendant  can  have  no  right  to  retain 
the  goods  in  question. 

Park  J.  This  is  an  attempt  to  elude  the  provisions 
of  the  Pawnbrokers'  Act ;  but  in  Conoie  v.  Harris  (i). 
Lord  Tenterden  held,  that  where  a  pawnbroker  received 
a  parcel  of  goods  on  one  day,  and  on  that  and  several 
subsequent  days  advanced  sums  of  money,  each  not 
exceeding  10/.,  as  on  different  parts  of  the  parcel,  and 
received  pawnbroker's  interest  of  Sd.  in  the  pound  per 
month  on  those  sums,  it  was  a  question  for  the  jury, 
whether  that  really  were  one  transaction,  and  a  mere 
contrivance  for  obtaining  the  higher  interest  on  the 
whole  sum,  in  which  case  it  was  void ;  or  whether  the 
advances  were  really  dbtinct. 


(a)  1  Taunt*  4^3* 


(^)  I  M.bf  M.  141- 

Gaselee 
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Gaselee  J.     The  case  was  properly  left  to  the  jury,        18S0. 
and  there  seems  to  be  no  ground  for  interfering.  Fitzrqy      ^    -.  'i-' 
V.  Gwillim  always  struck  me  as  an  erroneous  decision.  ^^ 

Atten- 
BosANQUET  J.    I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    In  trover      ^^^'^• 
the  question  is  one  of  strict  legal  title ;  and  if  the  con- 
tract be  usurious,  the  Defendant's  title  fails. 

Rule  refused. 


Broad  v.  Thomas.  Nov.  9. 

Assumpsit  for    work    and    labour    as    a    ship-  SembUf  t\ai 
broker.  *>y  ^c  u«g« 

The  Defendant  had  employed  the  Plaintiff  to  procure^  ibip-broker  is 
a«  charter  for  the  ship  Bety.      The  Plaintiff  found  one  not  entitled  to 

Emden  who  was  willini;  to  charter  the  Betsy,  and  siirned  ^  ^^^ ^  'JlP- 

^   ^  ®  j^'  o  oy/uner  for  his 

a  paper  containing  the  terms  for  which  the  ship  was  to  trouble  in  pro- 
be hired  ;  but  before  the  charter-party  could  be  drawn  ^"""5  * 
up  the   Defendant  refused   to  go   on  in  the  business,  ^}^^  ^^^^ 
whereupon  the  Plaintiff  commenced  this  action  to  obtain  where  the  con- 
payment  for  his  trouble.  J-'J-J 

At  the  trial  before  Tindal  C.  J.,  Lofidon  sittings  after  though  it  be 
Trinity  term,  witnesses  were  called  on  both  sides  to  broken  off  by 
shew  what  was  the  mercantile  usage  in  such  a  case. 
Their  testimony  was  conflicting ;  but  the  more  re- 
spectable  stated  that  the  broker  was  entitled  to  no 
remuneration  in  such  a  case.  The  Chief  Justice  thought 
that  the  Defendant  had  a  right  to  exercise  an  option 
whether  he  would  engage  with  the  proposed  charterer 
or  not ;  and  that  as  no  charter-party  was  signed,  there 
was  no  contract  to  bind  the  Defendant. 

He  left  it,  however,  to  the  jury  to  determine  whether 
there  were  any,  and  what  custom,  in  such  a  case. 

H  2  A  verdict 
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Broad 

V. 

Thomas. 


A  verdict  having  been  found  for  the  Defendant, 
Taidy  Serjt  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground 
that,  whatever  the  custom  might  be  when  the  contract 
was  broken  off  by  unavoidable  accident,  the  broker 
ought  to  be  remunerated  for  his  trouble  where  the 
business  was  broken  off  bj  the  Defendant  himself,  with- 
out assigning  any  reasonable  cause ;  and  that,  therefore, 
the  jury  should  have  been  directed  to  enquire  whether 
the  Defendant's  refusal  to  proceed  in  the  charter-party 
with  Emden  had  been  reasonable  or  unreasonable.  In 
Hamond  v.  Holiday  (a),  it  was  laid  down  by  Best  C.  J. 
that  if  the  duties  of  a  sworn  broker  be  executed  in  such 
a  manner  that  no  benefit  results  from  them,  he  is  not 
entitled  to  recover  either  his  commission  or  even  a  com- 
pensation for  his  trouble.  Here  the  Plaintiff  procured 
for  the  Defendant  the  benefit  of  a  contract  with  the 
didrterer ;  fbr  Etnbden  was  bound  to  proceed  if  the  De- 
fendant required  him. 


TiNDAL  C.  J.  If  the  question  were  again  to  go  before 
a  jury,  it  must  be  left  to  them  on  the  custom.  The 
rate  of  payment  in  contracts  of  this  kind  which  axe 
brought  to  a  conclusion,  seems  to  be  higher  than  would 
be  requisite  as  an  equivalent  for  the  trouble  of  con- 
ducting the  particular  transaction.  It  is  probably  on 
that  ground  that  the  custom  has  arisen  to  allow  nothing 
when  the  contract  is  incomplete. 

Rule  refused. 

(a)  I  Carr.  &f  P.  384. 


IN  TW  F159X  Y^Aa  Of  WILLIAM  IV. 


WaYMAN  v.  HiLLIARD.  Nov.  9. 

jiSSUMPSlT  by  ^n  off-going  against  an  in-con\ing  Plaintiff  de- 
teoant)  upon  an  agreement  by  the  latter  to  allow  mended  40^ 
tbe  former  for  all  crops  sown  before  a  certain  day,  n^by'de^ 
There  was  also  a  count  upon  an  account  stated.  fendane»  an 

At   the    trial   before   LUtledale  J.,    last   Cambridge  ^^^o"^"^  ^c 

nanty  to  pay 
af^isses,  it  appeared  that  the  crops,  of  which  the  De-  for  growing 

fisndant  had  had  the  benefit,  were  sown  chiefly  after  the  crop»-  ^^  ^^ 
day  ^p^lated  in  the  agreement     However,  upon  the  to  pay  z  7/.: 
PIaiiiti£r8  demanding  40/.  previously  to  the  commence-  Held,  no  evi- 

ment  of  his  action,  the  Defendant  offered  to  ffive  1?/.,    ^*  *^  *"?* 
^^^  -  .  '  ,  0*7  port  a  count 

and  this  was  relied  upon  as  evidence  in  support  of  the  upon  an  ac- 
count upon  the  account  stated :  Litiledale  J,,  however,  ^^^""'  iiated. 
being  of  opinion  that  it  did  not  amount  to  an  account 
stated,  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  Defendant,  which 
Sloris  Seijt  now  sought  to  set  aside,  and  to  obtain  a 
rule  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  the  offer  to  pay 
nL  ampunted  to  an  account  stated.  He  relied  on 
fjunoles  V.  Mitchel{a\  where  an  admission  by  a  de- 
fendant that  so  much  was  agreed  to  be  paid  to  the 
plaintiff  for  the  sale  of  standing  trees,  made  after  the 
trees  had  been  felled  and  taken  away  by  the  defendant, 
was  held  sufficient  to  support  a  count  upon  an  ac* 
count  stated. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  This  would  carry  the  principle  of  an 
account  stated  far  beyond  any  of  the  decided  cases.  In 
KnaaoUs  v.  MUchel  certain  trees  had  been  felled,  to 
which  the  defendant  expressly  referred.     Here  there  has 

(a)  i$Bajt,  249» 
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A  verdict  having  been  found  fdr  the  Defendant, 
Taddy  Serjt  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground 
that,  whatever  the  custom  might  be  wlien  the  contract 
was  broken  off  by  unavoidable  accident,  the  broker 
ought  to  be  remunerated  for  his  trouble  where  the 
business  was  broken  off  by  the  Defendant  himself,  with- 
out assigning  any  reasonable  cause ;  and  that,  therefore, 
the  jury  should  have  been  directed  to  enquire  whether 
the  Defendant's  refusal  to  proceed  in  the  charter-party 
with  Emden  had  been  reasonable  or  unreasonable.  In 
Hamond  v.  Holiday  (a),  it  was  laid  down  by  Best  C.  J. 
that  if  the  duties  of  a  sworn  broker  be  executed  in  such 
a  manner  that  no  benefit  results  from  them,  he  is  not 
entitled  to  recover  either  his  commission  or  even  a  com- 
pensation for  his  trouble.  Here  the  Plaintiff  procured 
for  the  Defendant  the  benefit  of  a  contract  with  the 
didrterer ;  fbr  Etfibdai  was  bound  to  proceed  if  the  De- 
fendant required  him. 


TiNDAL  C.  J.  If  the  question  were  again  to  go  before 
a  jury,  it  must  be  left  to  them  on  the  custom.  The 
rate  of  payment  in  contracts  of  this  kind  which  ai^ 
brought  to  a  conclusion,  seems  to  be  higher  than  would 
be  requisite  as  an  equivalent  for  the  trouble  of  con- 
ducting the  particular  transaction.  It  is  probably  on 
that  ground  that  the  custom  has  arisen  to  allow  nothing 
when  the  contract  is  incomplete. 

Rule  refused. 


(a)  I  Carr.  &f  P.  384. 


IN  79^  fii$8T  Y^A^  Of  WILLIAM  IV. 


WaYMAN  v.  HiLLIARD.  JVbv.  9. 

j^SSUMPSIT  by  ^n  off-going  against  an  in-€on\ing  Plaintiff  de- 

tcoanty  upon  an  agreement  by  the  latter  to  allow  manded  40/. 

the  former  for  all  crops  sown  before  a  certain  day.  ^^^'|^' 

There  was  also  a  count  upon  an  account  stated.  fendant»  an 

At   the    trial   before   Littledale  J.,    last   Cambridge  ">«>°»n«  *•- 

^     nanty  to  pay 
mizesy  it  appeared  that  the  crops,  of  which  the  De-  for  growing 

fisndant  bad  had  the  benefit,  were  sown  chiefly  after  the  crops:  the  De- 
day  stipulated  in  the  agreement.     However,  upon  the  to  pay  17/.: 
Flaiotiff's  .demandijig  40/.  previously  to  the  commence-  Held,  no  eri- 

meiii  of  hb  action,  the  Defendant  offered  to  give  17/.,  ™J*  *®  ""P* 
' .'.  ,.   ,  . ,  P^"^  *  count 

^  this  was  relied  upon  as  evidence  in  support  of  the  upon  an  ac- 
count upon  the  account  stated :  Littledale  J.,  however,  ^^°'  stated, 
being  of  opinion  that  it  did  not  amount  to  an  account 
Itated,  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  Defendant,  which 
Storks  Seijt.  now  sought  to  set  aside,  and  to  obtain  a 
role  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  the  offer  to  pay 
YlL  ampunted  to  an  account  stated.  He  relied  on 
fjumies  v.  Mitchel[a\  where  an  admission  by  a  de- 
fendant that  so  much  was  agreed  to  be  paid  to  the 
[dainiiff  for  the  sale  of  standing  trees,  made  after  the 
trees  had  been  felled  and  taken  away  by  the  defendant, 
was  held  sufficient  to  support  a  count  upon  an  ac* 
count  stated. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  This  would  carry  the  principle  of  an 
account  stated  far  beyond  any  of  the  decided  cases.  In 
Knaades  v.  Mitchel  certain  trees  had  been  felled,  to 
which  the  defendant  expressly  referred.     Here  there  has 
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A  verdict  having  been  found  for  the  Defendant, 
Taddjf  Serjt  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground 
that,  whatever  the  custom  might  be  wlien  the  contract 
was  broken  off  by  unavoidable  accident,  the  broker 
ought  to  be  remunerated  for  his  trouble  where  the 
business  was  broken  off  by  the  Defendant  himself,  with- 
out assigning  any  reasonable  cause ;  and  that,  therefore, 
the  jury  should  have  been  directed  to  enquire  whether 
the  Defendant's  refusal  to  proceed  in  the  charter-party 
with  Emderi  had  been  reasonable  or  unreasonable.  In 
Hamofid  v.  Holiday  (a),  it  was  laid  down  by  Besi  C.  J. 
that  if  the  duties  of  a  sworn  broker  be  executed  in  such 
a  manner  that  no  benefit  results  from  them,  he  is  not 
entitled  to  recover  either  his  commission  or  even  a  com- 
pensation for  his  trouble.  Here  the  Plaintiff  procured 
for  the  Defendant  the  benefit  of  a  contra(;t  with  the 
didrterer ;  for  Embden  was  bound  to  proceed  if  the  De- 
fendant required  him. 


TiNDAL  C.  J.  If  the  question  were  again  to  go  before 
a  jury,  it  must  be  left  to  them  on  the  custom.  The 
rate  of  payment  in  contracts  of  this  kind  which  ai^ 
brought  to  a  conclusion,  seems  to  be  higher  than  would 
be  requisite  as  an  equivalent  for  the  trouble  of  con- 
ducting the  particular  transaction.  It  is  probably  on 
that  ground  that  the  custom  has  arisen  to  allow  nothing 
when  the  contract  is  incomplete. 

Rule  refused. 


(a)  I  Cam  Csf  P.  384. 
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chequer  has  recently  decided,  that  he  cannot  be  cross-        18  SO. 
azamined  with  that  view*    It  would  be  dangerous  to  raise 
a  doubt  on  the  point  by  granting  even  a  rule  nisu 

BosANgUET  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  we  ought  not  to 
grant  the  rule,  which  would  only  have  the  effect  of  calling 
in  question  a  practice  long  established. 

Rule  refused. 


Foster  and  Another  v.  Charles.  ^^'  'o* 

SEE  the  pleadings  and  facts  of  this  case,  antCf  vol.  vi.  '•  I"  *"  *c- 
tion  against  a 

P*^^^'  Defendant  for 

Upon  a  new  trial,  Tindal  C.  J.  told  the  jury  that  if  an  injury  oc- 

tbe  Defendant  made  representations  concerning  Jacque^  pi'**^"^!.^ 

the  tendency  of  which  was  to  occasion  loss  to  the  Plain"  servant  whom 

ti£^  knowing  such  representations  to  be  false,  and  intend*  ^^  Plaintiff 

ing  thereby  lo  benefit  himself,  he  was  guilty  of  fraud  in  j^^^j  ^^  g^. 

the  common  acceptation  of  the  term  ;  if  he  made  such  ploy  through 

representations,  knowing:  them  to  be  false,  without  pro-  ^  *  *  •*  •^*|*" 
^  ^  ^  o  .  .  ments  and  de- 

posing thereby  any  advantage  to  himself,  but  proposing,  ceptious  sup* 

perhaps,  to  benefit  a  third  person,  he  was  guilty  of  fraud  pressions  of 
in  the  legal  acceptation  of  the  term,  and  responsible  to  ^^^  j j*".^ 
the  Plaintiff  for  any  injury  resulting  from  such  repre-  necessar)*  for 
scntaUons.  the  Plaintiff  to 

The  jury,  thereupon,  found  for  ttie  Plamtin,  damages  falsehood  of 
800/. ;  but  added,    "  We  consider  there  was  no  actual  ^^^  Defendant 

fraud  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant,  and  that  he  had  no     ...  _.  J 

*  '  panted  with  an 

fraudulent  intention,  although  what  he  has  done  con-  intention  to 
stituted  a  fraud  in  the  legal  acceptation  of  the  term,"        w?"/*^.!!!* 

1.  The  Judge  having  explained  to  the  jury  the  distinction  between  fraud  in  fact 
and  fraud  in  the  legal  acceptation  of  the  term,  and  the  jury  having  found  for  the 
Plaintiff,  and  having  added,  that  there  was  no  fraudulent  intention  in  the  Defendant,  but 
that  he  had  committed  a  fraud  in  the  legal  acceptation  of  the  term,  the  Court  refused 
lo  enter  the  rerdict  for  the  Defendant. 

Jones 
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Foster 

CflARLBB. 


Jones  Seijt.  now  contended  that  this  amounted  to  8 
verdict  for  the  Defendant;  and  therefore  moved  that 
the  verdict  might  be  entered  for  him,  instead  of  the 
Plaintiff. 

He  urged,  at  some  length,  nearly  the  same  arguments 
as  he  had  advanced  on  a  former  occasion,  and  adverted  to 
the  same  authorities ;  (see  ante^  vol.  6.  p.  402.)  contend- 
ing that  this  action  was  substituted  for  the  ancient  writ  of 
deceit ;  that  the  gist  of  the  action  was  a  fraudulent  intent 
on  the  part  of  the  Defendant  to  injure  the  Plaintiff,  by 
deceiving  him ;  that  a  defendant  was  not  responsible  for 
the  consequences  of  a  statement,  merely  because  he  knew 
it  to  be  false  \  he  was  not  responsible  for  the  consequences 
of  a  bare  lie :  in  order  to  render  him  responsible,  it 
ought  to  be  shewn  that  he  intended  to  defraud  the 
Plaintiff  of  something  by  the  deceit  he  had  practised. 
That  if  a  party  were  responsible  for  the  consequences 
of  a  lie  told  without  any  intention  to  defraud  the  hearer 
of  something,  no  line  could  be  drawn,  and  parties  might 
be  called  on  to  answer  for  those  excusable  untruths, 
which  were  sometimes  told  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding 
a  greater  mischief. 


TiNDAL  C.  J.  No  sufficient  ground  has  been  laid  to 
induce  us  to  to  disturb  the  verdict  which  has  been  found 
for  the  Plaintiff.  The  application  arises  on  a  mis- 
conception of  what  the  jury  have  found.  They  first 
deliver  a  verdict  for  the  Plaintiff  with  damages,  and  then 
add,  that  in  point  of  fact  they  consider  the  Defendant 
had  no  fraudulent  intention,  although  he  had  been 
guilty  of  fraud  in  the  legal  acceptation  of  the  term. 

Their  attention  had  been  drawn  by  me  to  two  classes 
of  motives  possible  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant ;  first, 
a  desire  to  benefit  himself  by  making  a  statement  which 
he  knew  to  be  false ;  secondly,  a  desire  to  benefit  some 
third  person ;  and  I  stated  that,  although  there  might 

be 
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be  no  intention  on  bis  part  to  obtain  an  advantage  for        18  SO. 
himself^  it  would  still  be  a  fraud,  for  which  he  was  re- 
sponsible in  law^  if  he  made  representations  productive 
of  loss  to  another,  knowing  such  representations  to  be     Charlbs. 
fidse. 

The  jury  in  finding  that  he  had  no  intention  to  de- 
fraud mean  only  that  he  was  not  actuated  by  the  baser 
motive  of  obtaining  an  advantage  for  himself,  but  that 
be  was  guilty  of  fraud  in  law  by  stating  that  which  he 
knew  to  be  fiilse,  and  which  was  the  cause  of  loss  to 
the  Plaintiff. 

The  question,  therefore,  is,  whether,  if  a  party  makes 
representations  which  he  knows  to  be  false,  and  occasions 
injury  thereby,  he  is  not  liable  for  the  consequences  of 
his  fidsehood  ? 

It  would  be  most  dangerous  to  hold  that  he  is  not. 

The  confusion  seems  to  have  arisen  from  not  dis- 
tinguishing between  what  is  fraud  in  law  and  the 
motives  for  actual  fraud.  It  is  fraud  in  law  if  a  party 
makes  representations  which  he  knows  to  be  false,  and 
injury  ensues,  although  the  motive  from  which  the  re- 
presentations proceeded  may  not  have  been  bad :  the 
person  who  makes  such  representations  is  responsible 
for  the  consequences ;  and  the  verdict,  therefore,  in  this 
case  ought  not  to  be  disturbed. 

Park  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  In  what  fell 
from  this  Court  in  the  case  of  Tapp  v.  Lee^  and  upon 
the  former  decision  of  the  present  case,  the  doctrine  has 
been  laid  down  most  accurately.  It  would  be  unfair  to 
take  the  expressions  of  the  jury,  without  connecting 
them  with  what  the  Chief  Justice  had  just  presented  for 
their  consideration.  It  is  clear  that  the  jury  meant  to 
draw  the  distinction  between  the  sordid  motive  of  per- 
sonal advantage  and  the  legal  fraud  which  might  be 
committed  by  a  representation  false  within  the  know- 
ledge 
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ledge  of  the  speaker,  although  made  without  any  yiew 
to  his  own  advantage.  For  such  a  representation  the 
Defendant  is  responsible,  if  mischief  ensues,  whatever 
Obablsb.  may  jmve  been  his  motive ;  and  as  to  its  being  necessary 
to  prove  the  motive  by  which  he  was  actuated,  when 
this  case  was  last  before  the  Court,  Tindal  C  J.  said, 
*^  I  am  not  aware  of  any  authority  for  such  a  position, 
nor  that  it  can  be  material  what  the  motive  was ;  the 
law  will  infer  an  improper  motive,  if  what  the  De« 
fendant  says  is  false  within  his  own  knowledge,  and  is 
the  occasion  of  damage  to  the  Plaintiff." 

Here  the  Defendant  said,  ^*  That  his  friend  was  so 
excellent  a  young  man,  that  be  would  rattier  trust  him 
without  security  than  most  men  with : "  when  he  knew 
the  contrary  to  be  the  fact,  he  was  guilty  of  a  fraud  in 
law  in  making  such  a  representation ;  and  fraud  in  law 
is  sufficient  to  support  this  action. 

Gasele£  J.  When  this  verdict  is  taken  in  con- 
nection with  the  direction  of  the  Chief  Justice,  there  is 
an  end  of  all  doubt  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  jury,  anc} 
the  finding  is  a  perfect  finding.  What  the  jury  meant 
by  actual  fraud  was  a  sordid  regard  to  self-interest ;  bu( 
the  legal  fraud,  which  is  sufficient  to  sustain  the  action^ 
was  complete  when  the  intention  to  mislead  was  fol- 
lowed by  actual  injury. 

BosANQUET  J.  There  seems  to  me  to  be  no  reason 
for  disturbing  this  verdict.  In  the  course  of  the  trial,  it 
is  probable  that  improper  motives  had  been  ascribed  U> 
the  Defendant.  The  Chief  Justice,  therefore,  stated  to 
jthe  jury,  and  stated  correctly,  that  motives  of  that  de- 
scription in  the  Defendant  were  aot  essential  to  the 
FlainliflP's  action.  If  a  person  tells  a  falsehood,  the 
natural  and  obvious  consequence  of  which,  if  acted  on, 
is  iiyury  to  another,  that  is  fraud  in  Jaw.     Coupling 

that 
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that  with  what  the  Chief  Justice  addressed  to  the  jury,  18S0. 
their  verdict  only  means,  that  the  Defendant  did  not 
propose  to  benefit  himself,  perhaps  intended  to  benefit 
another;  but  that  what  he  said,  intending  to  benefit 
another,  was  false  within  his  own  knowledge,  injurious 
to  the  party  who  received  the  communication,  and,  con- 
sequently, a  fraud  in  the  legal  acceptation  of  the  term. 

Rule  refused. 


ScOTT  V.  LaRKIN.  jVbv.  xi. 

Tf/'ILDE  Serjt  had  obtained  a  rule  Ntsi^  to  set  aside  A  jd,fa. 

a  ca.  sa.  in  this  case,  because  a  scire  facias  pre-  jn"»J^  ^»«  «>"'' 

.  juridical  days 

ceding  it  had  not  lain  four  juridical  days  in  the  office,  in  the  office; 

It  lay  firom   Tuesday  to  Friday^    but  the   intervening  *°<^  ^^J 

Thursday  was  Holy  Thursday^  a   dies  non.    The  sheriff  „jjj  j^  jurfdical 

had  been  directed  to  return  two  nihils  without  giving  day,  although 

any  notice  of  the  writ.  **  °®^*  ^ 

''  open  upon 

paying  an 
Taddy  Serjt.  shewed  cause  on  affidavit,  which  stated,  **^*  '•^ 
that  though  the  doors  of  the  office  were  closed  on  Holy 
Thursday  yet  the  clerks    were  in  attendance,  and  the 
books  might  be  searched  as  on  other  holidays  upon  pay* 
ment  of  a  fee. 

He  contended  that  this  was  sufficient,  because  search 
could  be  made.  Aliter  if  Sunday  had  been  one  of  the 
four  days,  because  on  Sunday  no  search  could  be  made. 
Howard  v.  Smith,  (a) 

Wilde  Serjt.  Holy  Thursday  must  be  considered  in 
the  same  light  as  Sunday^  5  &  6  Ed.  6.  c.  3.     The  bail 

{a)  I  J.&i4.528. 

should 
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should  have  four  business-days  on  which  to  search  the 
office^  without  any  extra  charge.  Wathen  v.  Beau" 
morU.  {a) 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  The  object  of  the  rule  is,  that  the  bail 
should  have  four  days  on  which  to  go  freely,  and  search 
the  office  to  see  if  any  writ  be  lodged.  The  Plaintiff 
only  says  that  the  office  was  open  as  on  other  holidays, 
and  the  cases  shew  that  on  other  holidays  it  is  open 
only  on  payment  of  an  additional  fee.  But  it  was  m- 
tended  that  the  bail  should  have  four  days  without  any 
extra  burthen.  These  cases  in  which  the  sheriff  is 
ordered  to  return  nihil  ought  to  be  narrowly  watched. 

Rule  absolute. 

{a)  II  East  J  271. 


DOUBLEDAY  V.  MuSKETT  and  LoUSADA. 

ASSUMPSIT  for  work  and  labour  performed  by  the 
Plaintifl^  as  an  excavator,  under  the  following  cir- 
cumstances :  — 

In  August  1825  a  company  was  projected  for  the 
purpose  of  supplying  the  town  of  Brighton  with  water ; 
and  the  following  resolutions  were  come  to  at  a  meeting 
held  for  that  purpose  on  the  9th  September  1825  :  — 

**  Resolved,  That  a  Company  be  formed  for  the  better 
supplying  with  water  the  inhabitants  of  the  several  pa- 
rishes of  Brighthelmstone^  Hove^  Preston^  Ovingdean^  and 

done  no  act  to  JRottingdean,  in  the  county  of  Sussex^  to  consist  of  the 
divest  them- 
selves of  their  interest  in  the  concern, 

Held,  that  though  no  act  of  parliament  was  obtained,  and  the  project  failed,  they 
were  responsible  for  works  ordered  at  subsequent  meetings  of  the  projectors  which 
the  defendants  did  not  attend. 

several 
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Defendants 
consented  to 
become  direc- 
tors, bought 
shares,  and 
attended  meet- 
ings of  a  pro- 
jected water 
company,  for 
which  an  act 
of  parliament 
was  to  be 
obtained : 
Having 
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several  persons  now  present,  and  such  others  as  shall 
become  subscribers,  subject  to  the  regulations  now 
and  hereafter  to  be  made.  That  the  said  company  be 
called  The  Brighton  Water  Company.  That  for  the 
purpose  aforesaid,  HoUis  Solly  and  £.  H.  Creasy^  now 
present,  be  a  committee  of  the  directors  of  the  said 
company,  together  with  Major  V.  Russell^  J.  B.  Lousada^ 
and  Jl  A.  Muskett  (if  they  accept  such  appointment),  for 
the  general  management  of  the  affairs  of  the  said  com- 
pany. That  Hollis  SoUy^  Esq.  be  the  chairman  of  the 
said  company  of  directors.  That  Major  Russell  be  the 
deputy-chairman.  That  Messrs.  Tamplin  and  Co.  be  the 
treasurers  or  bankers  of  the  said  company.  That  Mr. 
George  Chapman  be  the  clerk  and  solicitor  of  the  same. 
That  application  to  parliament  be  made  in  the  ensuing 
session  for  a  bill  to  carry  into  effect  the  said  under- 
taking; and  that  the  solicitor  do  give  the  usual  and 
necessary  notices." 

In  pursuance  with  these  resolutions,  the  Defendants 
were  applied  to,  and  consented  to  become  directors  of 
the  proposed  company.  They  also  paid  instalments 
upon  the  number  of  shares  required  to  qualify  them  for 
becoming  directors ;  and  the  following  were  the  minutes 
of  two  meetings  held  on  the  17th  oi  September :  — 

"  Present,  Hollis  SoUy^  E.  H.  Creasy y  Major  Russell^ 
jB.  Gregory y  J.  B.  Lousada^  Charles  Gell^  G.  A,  Muskett^ 
G.  Chapman. 

**  Resolved,  That  the  minutes  of  the  meeting  held  on 
the  9th  day  of  September  instant  be  confirmed.  That 
the  sum  of  100,000/.  be  subscribed  in  1000  shares  of 
1002.  each,  and  that  the  sum  of  2/.  10^.  per  share  be 
paid  into  the  hands  of  the  treasurers  at  the  time  of  sub- 
scribing. That  twenty  shares  be  the  qualification  or 
number  to  be  held  by  each  person  in  the  direction. 
Signed,  H.  SoUy^  chairman." 

"  At  an  adjourned  meeting  held  the  same  day,  present, 
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Major  Bussellj  Charles  Gell,  E.  H.  Crea^^  George 
Ckapmatif  and  G.  A.  Muskett ;  Mr.  C/uqman  reported 
to  the  meeting,  that  having  seen  Mr.  Kemp  this  day 
since  the  former  meeting,  Mr.  Kemp  consented  that  a 
trial  for  water  should  be  made  by  the  company  on 
JVhiie  Hawke  Hillj  without  any  charge  on  his  part  for 
the  same." 

The  Defendant  Muskett  was  present  at  a  meeting  held 
on  the  19th  of  September,  at  which  it  was  resolved,  that 
a  trial  should  be  made  for  water  on  Haxcke  Hill,  and 
that  an  instalment  of  two  and  a  half  per  cent,  should  for 
that  purpose  be  paid  on  the  shares  of  each  director. 

The  Defendant  Lousada  was  also  present  at  a  meet^ 
ing  held  on  the  28th  of  October,  at  which  a  letter  from 
the  engineer  was  read,  stating  that  he  was  not  prepared 
with  his  report.  Neither  of  the  Defendants  attended 
any  subsequent  meeting. 

A  meeting  was  held  on  the  30th  of  December,  at  which 
the  engineer  reported  that  water  had  been  found  :  he 
gave  an  estimate  of  the  expense  of  the  undertaking ;  and 
was  directed  to  prepare  a  specification  for  excavating 
and  forming  a  reservoir. 

Early  in  January  1826  the  following  advertisement 
appeared  in  the  Brighton  newspaper :  — 


"  Brightoji  Water  Company, — To  navigators,  diggers, 
and  others.  The  directors  of  the  Brighton  Water  Com- 
pany are  ready  to  receive  proposals  for  excavating  and 
removing  the  earth  and  chalk  for  forming  one  or  more 
reservoirs.  Particulars  may  be  had  between  the  hours 
of  ten  and  twelve  in  the  forenoon,  at  the  office  of  Mr. 
Chapman,  solicitor.  No.  1.  Dorset  Gardens,  where  the 
plan  and  specifications  may  be  seen.  The  tenders  are 
required  to  be  delivered  on  or  before  the  13th  instant. 

«  Brighton,  Sd  January  1 826." 
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At  a  meeting  held  on  the  16th  of  January^  the 
Pbuntiff's  tender  was  received;  and  the  Following 
pnwpectus  of  the  objects  of  tlie  company,  headed, 
"The  Brighton  Water  Company^*  was  ordered  to  be 
poblished.  After  giving  the  names  of  the  directors, 
ancogst  whom  were  the  two  Defendants,  the  engineer, 
and  the  solicitor,  it  stated,  among  other  things, 

"That  a  companj'  had  been  formed  for  the  ample 
npply  of  Brighton  and  its  vicinity  with  pure  and  un* 
oontarainated  water ; 

'^  That  the  Brighton  Water  Company  had  been  suc- 
cessful in  obtaining  an  abundant  supply  of  water  from  a 
spring,  into  which  they  had  already  sunk  a  shaft,  in  the 
immediate  vicinity  of  the  town ;  and  were  rapidly  pro- 
ceeding in  the  construction  of  reservoirs  and  other 
requisite  works,  on  the  establishment  of  which  they  had 
agreed  for  the  purchase  of  ample  plots  of  freehold 
ground,  in  situations  the  most  advantageous,  and  at 
SQch  an  elevation  as  would  enable  them  to  supply  the 
vbde  town ; 

^  That  application  would  be  made  to  parliament  in  the 
then  session,  for  leave  to  bring  in  a  bill  to  regulate  and 
establish  the  company,  for  which  proper  notice  would  be 
given; 

"That  the  undertaking  consisted  of  1000  shares;  and 
that  towards  the  disbursement  for  the  lands  agreed  for, 
and  for  every  expense  of  completing  the  works  requisite 
for  the  supply  of  Brighton^  according  to  the  plans  and 
estimates  of  the  company's  engineer,  including  such 
mains  as  should  allow  of  their  future  extension,  the  capital 
proposed  to  be  raised  was  25,000/.,  being  25/.  per  share, 
of  which  2/.  105.  per  share  was  payable  at  the  time  of 
subscribing,  and  the  remainder  by  quarterly  instalments. 
That  a  discount  of  5/.  per  cent,  per  annum  would  be 
allowed  to  any  proprietor  choosing  to  pay  his  instalment 
in  advance ; 
Vol.  VIL  I  "  That 
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*^  That  a  proprietorship  of  twenty  shares  should  be  a 
director's  qualification." 

At  a  meeting  held  on  the  SOth  of  March  \  826,  it  was 
resolved,  that  the  PlnintifP  should  proceed  with  the  exe- 
cution of  the  reservoir  at  11^.  per  square  yard  as  agreed 
on,  and  that  he  should  be  paid  at  that  rate  for  4000 
yards  already  completed. 

No  act  of  parliament  was  ever  obtained ;  the  project, 
like  many  others  of  the  same  date,  fell  to  the  ground ; 
and  the  Plaintiff  now  sought  to  recover  his  demand  from 
the  Defendants,  as  directors  of  the  projected  concern. 

At  the  trial  of  the  cause,  Sussex  Summer  assizes  1829, 
Gaselee  J.  told  the  jury,  that  the  only  question  for  them 
was,  whether  the  Defendants  had  become  directors ;  for 
if  they  had,  they  were  liable  to  the  Plaintiff,  unless 
they  could  shew  that  they  had  done  any  act  to  divest 
themselves  of  their  responsibility.  Verdict  for  Plain- 
tiff, 598/. 


Wilde  Serjt.,  in  Michaelmas  term  1829,  obtained  a 
rule  nisi  to  set  aside  this  verdict  and  enter  a  nonsuit 
instead,  or  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  there  was 
no  evidence  of  the  Defendants  having  given  any  order 
to  the  Plaintiff,  or  having  concurred  in  any  resolution 
for  employing  him. 

The  case  stood  over  till  the  case  of  Fox  v.  Clifton 
{ante,  vol.  vi,  p.  776.)  should  have  been  heard ;  and  now 


Taddy  and  Jones  Serjts.  shewed  cause.  They  relied 
on  the  circumstances  of  the  Defendants  having  accepted 
the  situation  of  directors  of  the  projected  company; 
having  attended  meetings;  and  having  purchased  the 
number  of  shares  requisite  to  qualify  them  as  directors. 
If  the  persons  who  held  themselves  out  to  the  world  as 
the  directors  of  a  concern  like   this  were  not  to  be 
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responsible  to  parties  employed  in  the  concern^  such 
parties  would  be  without  remedy. 

WUde.  {Spankie  and  Andrews  Serjts.  were  with  him.) 
The  Defendants  consented  to  become  directors  of  a 
concern,  which  was  to  be  sanctioned  and  regulated  by 
an  act  of  parliament ;  not  a  trading  company,  but  a  pro- 
ject connected  with  real  property.  No  such  act  was  ever 
obtained.  The  concern,  therefore,  in  which  the  Plaintiff 
was  employed,  was  not  the  concern  of  which  the  Defend- 
ants bad  consented  to  become  directors.  The  meetings 
attended,  and  the  shares  purchased  by  them,  were  meet- 
ings and  shares  of  an  inchoate  and  incomplete  under- 
taking; and  the  parties  engaged  in  such  an  undertaking 
are  only  responsible  so  far  as  they  personally  interfere 
aad  move  in  it.  Fox  v.  Clifton.  But  the  Defendants 
were  never  present  at  any  meeting  of  this  concern  after 
October  ;  the  Plaintiff  was  not  employed  till  the  January 
ibllowing;  and  it  does  not  appear  that  the  Defendants  so 
much  as  knew  of  the  advertisement  which  produced  his 
tender,  or  that  any  further  steps  had  been  taken  since 
October.  They  had  a  right  to  presume  that  no  ex- 
pense would  be  actually  incurred  till  the  act  of  parliament 
should  have  been  obtained.  The  Plaintiff  is  not  without 
remedy ;  he  ought  to  have  sued  the  persons  who  actually 
gave  him  the  order  to  proceed,  and  who  signed  the 
contract.  It  is  a  suspicious  circumstance,  that  those 
persons  are  not  so  much  as  joined  in  the  action. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  The  question  in  this  case  is,  whether 
the  two  Defendants  entered  into  the  joint  contract  for 
the  labour  in  respect  of  which  the  Plaintiff  seeks  to 
recover.  In  order  to  establish  that,  it  is  not  necessary 
to  shew  that  they  signed  the  contract;  it  is  sufficient 
if  they  be  shewn  to  have  holden  themselves  out  as 
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responsible  for  it  The  contract,  if  entered  into  at  all, 
was  entered  into  in  January  1826,  when  the  Plaintiff 
sent  in  a  tender,  in  consequence  of  an  advertisement 
which  had  appeared  on  the  seventh  of  that  month.  It 
is  important,  therefore,  to  see  whether  the  Defendants 
were,  at  that  time,  directors  of  the  projected  company, 
or  permitted  themselves  to  be  held  out  as  such  to  the 
world.  That  the  directors  were  liable  for  the  work  in 
question,  appears  from  the  express  terms  of  the  ad- 
vertisement :  —  "  The  Directors  of  the  Brighton  Water 
Company  are  ready  to  receive  proposals  for  excavating 
and  removing  the  earth  and  chalk,  for  forming  one  or 
more  reservoirs.  Particulars  may  be  had  at  the  office 
of  Mr.  Chapman^  solicitor."  If,  therefore,  the  De- 
fendants were  directors  at  that  time,  they  are  clearly 
liable  to  the  Plaintiff.  It  appears  that  in  1825  they 
Ijiad  accepted  the  office  of  directors,  had  attended  meet* 
ings,  and  had  purchased  the  twenty  shares  necessary  to 
qualify  them  to  be  directors;  so  that  they  were  not 
merely  directors,  but  concerned  in  interest.  I  put  it, 
however,  on  the  ground  that  they  were  clothed  with  the 
character  of  directors.  Having  been  directors  in  1825, 
what  have  they  done  since  to  divest  themselves  of  that 
character  ?  It  was  in  their  power  to  have  declared  off; 
but  if  they  omitted  to  do  so,  they  are  in  the  condition  of 
partners  who,  having  quitted  a  business,  allow  their 
names  to  remain  over  a  door,  or  otherwise  hold  them- 
selves out  to  the  world  as  responsible.  It  has  been 
urged,  that  what  was  done  was  not  authorised  by  them, 
because  an  act  of  parliament  was  never  obtained ;  but 
the  prospectus  does  not  hold  out  that  as  the  condition 
of  the  directors'  responsibility,  it  merely  announces  that 
an  act  shall  be  applied  for;  a  mode  of  regulating  their 
concerns  which  would,  no  doubt,  be  convenient  for  such 
a  body  ;  but  the  works  go  on  in  the  meanwhile,  and  how 

could 
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could  the  Plaintiff  be  aware  that  all  this  was  done  by 
chose  who  had  no  authority,  for  want  of  an  act  of 
psrliament  ? 

I^  therefore,  the  Defendants  accepted  the  office  of     Muskett. 
directors,  and  did  nothing  to  divest  themselves  of  that 
character,  the  question  was  properly  left  to  the  jury, 
and  there  is  no  reason  for  disturbing  the  verdict 

Park  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  When  it  was 
formerly  attempted  to  fix  all  persons  whatever  who  were 
engaged  in  projects  of  this  kind,  the  courts  were  at  first 
inclined  to  lay  down  a  rule  which  might  be  esteemed  to 
occasion  hardship;  but  in  Fax  v.  Clifton  the  matter  was 
fully  considered,  and  the  Chief  Justice  there  stated  all 
the  three  grounds  on  which  a  party  should  be  held  re- 
sponsible. The  second  point  established  in  that  case 
goes  the  whole  length  of  fixing  these  Defendants,  namely, 
that  they  have  held  themselves  out,  or  allowed  them- 
selves to  be  represented,  as  directors.  Here  the  Defend- 
lots  attended  three  meetings  at  Brighton  after  they  had 
beoi  appointed  directors.  The  question,  therefore,  was 
pn^rly  left  to  the  jury.  After  Uie  Defendants  had  given 
tfiemselves  out  as  directors,  the  Plaintiff  is  invited  by 
advertisement  to  do  the  works  in  question,  and  the  De- 
fendants express  no  dissatisfaction.  That  brings  us  to 
the  last  question,  whether  they  ever  divested  themselves 
of  the  character  of  directors.  There  is  no  evidence  what- 
ever to  shew  that  they  took  any  steps  for  that  purpose, 
or  to  absolve  themselves  from  the  liability  they  had  in- 
curred. 

Gaselee  J.,  not    having  been   present  during   the 
argument,  declined  giving  any  opinion. 

BosANQUET  J.     I  see  no  reason  for  disturbing  this 
verdict.     The  learned  Judge  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say, 

I  3  whether 
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whether  the  Defendants  had  accepted  the  office  of  direc- 
tors* The  Defendants,  after  being  named  as  directors 
in  the  first  proceedings  of  the  parties  concerned,  con- 
sent to  attend  meetings,  at  which  minutes  are  made, 
and  shares  appropriated ;  they  must  therefore  be  treated 
as  directors.  If  so,  have  they  since  that  time  done 
any  one  act  to  signify  their  dissent,  or  their  desire  to 
withdraw  from  the  concern  ?  The  object  of  the  com- 
pany was  to  supply  Brighton  with  water.  If  the  De- 
fendants accepted  the  office  of  directors,  and  never 
withdrew  from  it,  and  the  business  done  was  within 
the  scope  of  the  direction,  they  were  necessarily  liable. 
I  agree  with  the  principle  laid  down  in  NockeUs  v. 
Crosly{a).  There  a  scheme  for  establishing  a  tontine 
was  put  forth,  stating  that  the  money  subscribed  was 
to  be  laid  out  at  interest;  and  after  some  subscrip- 
tions had  been  paid  to  the  directors  in  whom  the 
management  of  the  concern  was  vested,  but  before  any 
part  of  the  money  was  laid  out  at  interest,  the  directors 
resolved  to  abandon  the  project;  and  it  was  held,  that 
each  subscriber  might,  in  an  action  for  money  had  and  re- 
ceived, recover  the  whole  of  the  money  advanced  by  him, 
without  the  deduction  of  any  part  towards  the  payment 
of  the  expences  incurred. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  shew  that  the  individuals  sought 
to  be  charged,  actually  signed  any  contract.  If  they 
consented  to  be  directors,  or  belonged  to  the  board  of 
management,  they  are  responsible  for  the  proceedings 
of  the  board. 

Rule  discharged. 

(a)  3  B.  &  C.  8j4. 
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(IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER.) 

\ 
Anole  v.  Alexander.  Nov.  13. 

CLANDER.     The  declaration   consisted  of  several  Slinder.    A 
counts,  and  a   general  verdict  was  given   for  the  inducement 
Plaintiff   below;    upon   which    the    Defendant  below  that  one /.P. 

brought  a  writ  of  error,  on  the  irround  that  the  last  J*<*J*«c<»°« 
^  »  o  bankrupt,  and 

count,  at  least,  was  bad ;  and  if  so,  the  verdict  could  t£at  PlaintifT 
not  stand,  having  been  given  on  all  the  counts.  ^*»  *^"*  *® 

In  the  first  count,  the  Plaintiff  alleged  that  he  was  a  jjj^ly  j^^  „„^ 
keeper  of  livery  stables,  and  carried  on  the  trade  and  der  hit  com- 
business  of  a  livery  stable  keeper ;  and  complained,  in  ^"^^^J^^"^' 
that  and  the  three  following  counts,  that  the  Defendant  fendant  with 
had  cbarired  him  with  insolvency  and  theft.  »aying  of  the 

The  last  count  was  as  follows :  —  And  whereas,  also,  ^^^^  ^^^ 
before  the  time  of  the  committing  the  grievances  herein-  livery  stable 
after  next  mentioned,  one  John  Peer  had  become  a    ^tP**"*        *** 

a  discourse 
bankrupt,  and  the  said  Plaintiff  was  about  to  prove  a  touching  the 

debt  justly  due  to  him  by  tlie  said  Peer^  under  a  com-  natters  before 
mission   of  bankrupt  theretofore  awarded   and   issued       «<  He  is 'a 

against  the  said  Peer;   yet  the  said  Defendant,  well  regular  prover 

knowing   the  premises,   but  contriving   to   injure  and  ""  ^1  *",* 

damnify  the  said  Plaintiff,  and  to  cause  it  to  be  sus-  meaning  that 

pected   and  believed  as  aforesaid,  on,  &c.  at,  &c.  in  the  Plaintiff 

a  certain  discourse  which  he  the  said  Defendant  then  ^  ^^   ^^^ 

and  there  had  with  the  said  Plaintiff  of  and  concerning  fictitious  debts 

the  matters  in  the  introductory  part  of  this  count  men-  ""  ?"  ^®'"" 

•^  ^  ^       ^  nussions : 

tioned,  and  of  and  concerning  him  in  his  trade  afore-      Held  ill, 

said,  then  and  there  in  the  presence  of  divers  good  and  without  a  pre- 

wonhy  subjects  of  this  realm  falsely  and  maliciously  ^j,jj  ^jj^  d^. 

spoke  and  published  of  and  concerning  the  said  Plaintifl^  fendant  had 

and  of  and  concerning  the  said  matters  last-mentioned,  ^^^^^^  ^  ^^^ 

I  4  these  ploy  the  words 

in  that  lenie. 
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1830.        these  other  false,  scandalous,  malicious,  and  defamatory 
'  "        words  following,  that  is  to  say,  "  You  (meaning  the  said 
^,  Plaintiff)  are  a  regular  prover  under  bankruptcy  (meaning 

Alexander,  that  the  said  Plaintiff  was  accustomed  to  prove  fictitious 
debts  under  commissions  of  bankruptcy);  you  are  a  regular 
bankrupt  maker ;  if  it  was  not  for  some  of  your  neigh- 
bours, your  shop  would  look  queer.  It  is  all  true,  and 
you  may  bring  as  many  actions  against  me  as  you  like." 
By  means  of  the  committing  of  which  several  grievances 
by  the  said  Defendant  as  aforesaid,  he  the  said  Plaintiff 
had  been  and  was  greatly  injured  in  his  good  name, 
fame,  and  credit,  and  in  his  said  trade  and  business, 
and  brought  into  public  scandal,  infamy,  and  disgrace 
with  and  amongst  all  his  neighbours,  and  other  good  and 
worthy  subjects  of  this  realm,  insomuch  that  divers  of 
those  subjects,  to  whom  the  innocence  and  integrity  of 
the  said  Plaintiff  in  the  premises  were  unknown,  have^ 
on  occasion  of  the  commission  of  the  said  grievances 
by  the  said  Defendant  as  aforesaid,  from  thence  hitherto 
suspected  and  believed,  and  still  do  suspect  and  believe 
the  said  Plaintiff  to  have  been  guilty  of  theft  and  dis- 
honest practices,  and  to  be  in  embarrassed  circumstances 
and  likely  to  become  insolvent,  and  have,  by  reason  of 
the  committing  of  the  said  grievances  by  the  said  De- 
fendant as  aforesaid,  from  thence  hitlierto  wholly  re- 
fused, and  still  do  refuse,  to  have  any  transaction, 
acquaintance,  or  discourse  with  him  the  said  Plaintiff  as 
they  were  before  used  and  accustomed  to  have,  aiul 
otherwise  would  have  had. 

The  Court  stopped  Platt^  who  was  to  have  argued 
for  the  Defendant  below  ;  and  called  on 

F.  Kelly  to  support  this  count. 

The  words  must  be  taken  in   their  ordinary  sense. 
(Note  to  Craft  v.  Boite  (a),  and  the  cases  there  cited : 

(a)  1  Wnu,  Saund,  243. 

Woohioth 
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WoolnoiA  V.  Meadows  (a)  and  Roberts  v.  Camden  {b).)  18 SO. 
The  words,  that  the  Defendant  below  was  a  regular  .  '  ^ 
prover  under  bankruptcies,  may  have  an  innocent  or  an  «. 

injurious  sense:   may  mean  that  the  Defendant  below  Alexandbr. 
has  been  unfortunate  in  his  credits,  or  that  he  is  in  the 
practice  of  proving  fictitious  debts  under  commissions, 
which,  as  all  debts  under  bankruptcies  must  be  proved 
on  oath,  amounts  to  a  charge  of  peijury.     It  was  for 
the  jury  to  determine  in  which  of  the  possible  senses 
^e    words   were  used,  and  by  their  verdict  the  jury 
•find   that  they   were  used   in    the   injurious  sense   of 
imputing  to  the   Plaintiff  below  a  punishable   offence ; 
and  as  the  words  were  accompanied  with  much  vitu- 
peration, they  could  not  be  supposed  to  bear  any  other 
meaning.     But  this  sense  being  ascribed  to  tliem,  they 
are  also  injurious  to  the  Plaintiff  below   as  affecting 
his  trade ;  for  according  to  Com.  Dig.  Action  on  the  Case 
for  Defamation  (D),  25.  27.  the  Plaintiff  must  be  consi- 
dered as  affected  in  his  trade  by  words  which  charge 
him  with  malpractice  or  deceit;   for  such  a  charge  will 
disincline  his  customers  to  trust  him. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  The  Defendant  below  contends  that 
one  count  of  the  declaration  is  bad  ;  and  an  entire  ver- 
dict having  been  given,  if  one  count  is  bad,  we  cannot 
separate  the  damages,  but  the  cause  must  go  down  to 
trial  again  on  a  venire  de  novo.  And  we  are  of  opinion 
that  the  last  count  is  bad.  The  preceding  counts  had 
stated  that  the  Plaintiff  carried  on  the  trade  of  a  livery 
stable  keeper,  and  that  the  Defendant  had  charged 
him  with  theft  and  insolvency.  The  last  count  alleges^ 
that  John  Peer  had  become  a  bankrupt,  and  that  the 
Phiintiff  was  about  to  prove  a  debt  justly  due  to  him  by 
Pa^  under  a  commission  of  bankrupt  theretofore  awarded 

{a)  s  Easty  463.  (b)  9  EajU  93* 

and 
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1 880.        and  issued  against  Peer.    Yet  the  Defendant,  well  know- 
Amglb       ^"8  ^®  premises,  but  contriving  to  injure  and  damnify 
V,  the  Plaintifi^  and  to  cause  it  to  be  suspected  and  be- 

Alexakubr.  lieved  as  aforesaid,  in  a  certain  discourse  which  he  had 
with  the  PIainti£^  of  and  concerning  the  Plaintiff,  and  of 
and  concerning  the  matters  in  the  introductory  part  of 
that  count  mentioned,  and  of  and  concerning  him  in  hii^ 
trade  aforesaid,  then  and  there,  in  the  presence  of  divers 
good  and  worthy  subjects  of  this  realm,  falsely  and 
maliciously  spoke  and  published  of  and  concerning  the 
Plaintiff,  and  of  and  concerning  the  said  matters  last- 
mentioned,  these  other  false,  scandalous,  malicious,  and 
defamatory  words  following,  that  is  to  say,  ^^You 
(meaning  the  said  Plaintiff)  are  a  regular  prover  under 
bankruptcy,"  meaning  that  the  said  Plaintiff  was  accus- 
tomed to  prove  fictitious  debts  under  commissions  of 
bankrupt. 

It  is  contended  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff  below, 
that,  coupled  with  the  finding  of  the  jury,  these  words 
amount  to  a  charge  of  perjury,  and  that  at  all  events 
they  convey  an  imputation  on  him  in  the  way  of  his 
trade. 

And  first,  we  think  they  convey  no  imputation  on 
him  in  the  way  of  his  trade,  within  the  principles  of  the 
decided  cases.  Those  cases  are,  where  the  skill  of  the 
plaintiff  has  been  impeached  in  vocations  that  require 
skill ;  or  the  quality  of  goods  where  he  has  been  a  dealer ; 
or  his  honesty,  as  by  alleging  that  he  kept  false  books ; 
or  his  solvency  and  credit.  The  charge  in  the  present 
case  might  be  as  easily  applied  to  a  man  out  of  trade 
as  in. 

Does  the  count  then  shew,  that  the  Defendant  below 
imputed  to  the  Plaintiff  below  a  crime  punishable  by  law? 
First,  the  innuendo  is  larger  than  the  natural  meaning 
of  the  words  ;  and  the  rule  is,  that  an  innuendo  cannot 
enlarge  the  meaning  of  words,  unless  it  be  connected 

with 
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with  some  matter  of  fact  before  expressly  averred.    This        18S0. 
comes  nearest  to  the  case  of  Hawkes  v.  Hawkey  {a)^      \.^ 
where,  in  an  action  of  slander,  the  plaintiff  averred  that  v. 

be  bad  in  due  manner  put  in  his  answer  on  oath,  to  a  Alexander. 
bill  filed  against  him  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  by  the 
defendant  (but  did  not  proceed  to  aver  any  colloquium 
respecting  that  answer,  with  reference  to  which  the 
words  were  spoken),  and  then  alleged  that  the  defendant 
said  of  him  that  he  was  foresworn ;  innuendo,  that  the 
plaintiff  had  perjured  himself  in  what  he  had  sworn  in 
bis  aforesaid  answer  so  filed  against  him.  It  was  held 
that  the  innuendo  could  not,  without  the  aid  of  such  a 
colloquium,  enlarge  the  sense  of  the  words,  by  referring 
them  to  the  answer  averred  in  the  prefatory  part  of 
the  declaration  to  have  been  put  in. 

So,  here,  without  an  averment  that  it  had  been  a 
practice  with  the  Defendant,  by  Uie  words  complained 
o^  to  impute  the  proof  of  fictitious  debts  under  com- 
missions of  bankruptcy,  the  innuendo  cannot  be  sup- 
ported. In  Woolnoth  v.  Meadows  and  Roberts  v.  Camden^ 
the  meaning  of  the  words  appeared  on  the  record,  and 
they  plainly  imputed  a  crime ;  so  that  the  action  would 
have  been  sustainable  as  well  without  as  with  an  in- 
naendo. 

There  must  be  a 

Venire  de  novo. 

(a)  Z  Stuff  42J. 
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Roe  dem.  Durant  v.  Moore. 


Under  i  G.  4* 
tf.87.  J.  3.  the 
Defendant  in 
ejectment 
must  give  two 
additional 
sureties  on 
bringing  error> 
although  he 
has  before 
given  two 
sureties  on 
commencing 
the  action. 


n^HE  Defendant,  a  tenant  of  the  lessor  of  the  Plaintiff 
under  an  agreement  in  writing,  having  held  over 
after  notice  to  quit,  this  ejectment  was  brought  against 
him,  and  upon  an  application  to  the  court,  pursuant  to 
1  Geo.  4.  c.  87.  5.  1.  the  Defendant,  besides  entering  into 
the  common  rule,  and  giving  the  common  undertak- 
ing, had  undertaken,  in  case  a  verdict  should  pass  for 
the  Plaintiff,  to  give  the  Plaintiff  judgment  of  the  term 
preceding  the  trial,  and  had  entered  into  a  recognizance^ 
by  himself  and  two  sufficient  sureties  in  a  reasonable 
sum,  to  pay  the  costs  and  damages  which  should  be 
recovered  by  the  Plaintiff. 

The  cause  was  tried,  and  a  verdict  found  for  the 
Plaintifi^  at  the  last  Shrewsbury  assizes. 

Immediately  afterwards,  on  the  11th  of  August^  a 
writ  of  error  was  sued  out  and  allowed ;  and  on  the  12th 
the  Defendant  entered  into  a  recc^nizance  by  himself 
alone,  before  the  Judge  atSkrewsbun/^  to  prosecute  the  writ 
of  error  conformably  to  the  provisions  of  16  &  17  Car.  2. 
C.8.  for  staying  execution  on  bringing  writs  of  error 
upon  judgments  in  ejectment. 

Upon  a  summons  for  the  Defendant  to  shew  cause  at 
chambers  why  a  writ  of  execution  should  not  issue,  not- 
withstanding the  writ  of  error,  an  order  of  Gaselee  J. 
was  obtained  on  the  26th  of  August^  after  a  hearing  of 
both  parties,   by   which  order  the  Defendant  was  re- 
quired, within  ten  days,  to  become  bound  to  the  Plaintiff 
with  two  sufficient  sureties  in  the   sum  of  300/.  with' 
conditions  conformable   to   the  provisions  for   staying 
execution  in  writs  of  error  in  ejectment  under  16  & 
17  Car.  2.  c.S. ;  and,  in  default  thereof,  it  was  ordered 
that  a  writ  of  habere  facias  possessionem  should  issue. 

The 
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The  Defendant  having  omitted  to  become  bound  with 
two  sureties,  pursuant  to  this  latter  order,  and  the  Plain- 
tiff having  obtained  possession  under  the  writ  of  habere 
Jacias  possessionem^ 

Wilde  Seijt.  obtained  a  rule  nisi^    to  set  aside  the 
Judge's  order,  and  the  writ  of  hab.  facm  poss.  on  the 
ground  that  there  was  nothing  in  the  act  1  Geo.  4.  c.  87. 
to  abridge  the  Defendant's  right  to  sue  out  a  writ  of  error 
upon  the  old  terms  imposed  by  16  &  17  Car.  2.  c.  8.  s.  3. 
namely,  upon  being  bound  alone  in  a  reasonable  sum,  to 
pay  costs  and  damages  in  case  of  nonsuit  or  discontinu- 
ance or  affirmance  of  judgment ;  and  that  error  was  a 
stay  of  execution,  unless  when  it  was  shown  to  have  been 
fraudulendy  resorted  to  for  the  purpose  of  delay. 

Russell  Seijt.  shewed  cause.  The  salutary  provisions 
of  1  Geo.  4.  c.  87.  will  be  defeated,  if  thil^  rule  be  made 
absolute;  for  the  object  was,  to  prevent  the  tenant  from 
improperly  holding  over,  without  giving  full  security  to 
the  landlord  with  two  sureties;  whereas  under  the 
16  &  17  Car.  2.  c.  8.  he  is  only  bound  by  himself. 

By  s.  3.  of  1  Geo.  4.  c.  87.  it  is  enacted  that,  in  all  cases 
in  which  an  undertaking  shall  have  been  given  and  se- 
curity found,  as  prescribed  by  the  first  section,  upon  the 
tenant's  appearing  to  defend,  if  upon  the  trial  a  verdict 
shall  pass  for  the  Plaintiff,  but  it  shall  appear  to  the 
Judge,  before  whom  the  same  shall  have  been  had,  that 
the  finding  of  the  jury  was  contrary  to  the  evidence,  or 
that  the  damages  given  were  excessive,  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  the  Judge  to  order  the  execution  of  the  judgment  to 
be  stayed  absolutely  till  the  5th  day  of  the  term  then  next 
following,  or  till  the  next  session,  assizes,  or  court  day 
(as  tlie  case  may  be) ;  which  order  the  Judge  shall  in  all 
other  cases  make  upon  the  requisition  of  the  Defendant, 

in 
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in  case  he  shall  forthwith  undertake  to  find,  and  on  con- 
dition that  within  four  days  from  the  day  of  trial  he  shall 
actually  find  security,  by  the  recognizance  of  himself  and 
two  sufficient  sureties,  in  such  reasonable  sum  as  the 
Judge  shall  direct,  conditioned  not  to  commit  any  waste, 
or  acts  in  the  nature  of  waste,  or  other  wilful  damage, 
and  not  to  sell  or  carry  off  any  standing  crops,  hay,  straw, 
or  manure,  produced  or  made  (if  any)  upon  the  premises, 
and  which  may  happen  to  be  thereupon,  from  the  day 
on  which  the  verdict  shall  have  been  given,  to  the  day 
on  which  execution  shall  finally  be  made  upon  tiie  judg- 
ment, or  the  same  be  set  aside,  as  the  case  may  be : 
provided  always,  that  the  recognizances  last  above* 
mentioned  shall  immediately  stand  discharged,  and  be 
of  no  effect,  in  case  a  writ  of  error  shall  be  brought  upon 
such  judgment,  and  the  plaintiff  in  such  writ  shall  become 
bound  with  two  sufficient  sureties  unto  the  Defendant  in 
the  same^  in  such  sum  and  with  such  condition  as  may 
be  conformable  to  the  provisions  respectively  made  for 
staying  execution,  or  bringing  writs  of  error  upon  judg- 
ments in  actions  of  ejectment,  by  an  act  passed  in  Eng- 
land in  the  sixteenth  and  seventeenth  years  of  the  reign 
of  King  Charles  the  Second. 

Besides,  this  writ  of  error  is  contrary  to  the  Defend- 
ant's undertaking  to  give  judgment  of  a  term  previous  to 
trial :  and  where  error  is  brought  contrary  to  good  faith, 
or  manifestly  for  no  other  purpose  than  delay,  the  Court 
will  allow  execution  to  issue,  notwithstanding  the  writ 
of  error:  Cave  v.  Masey{a\  Doe  v.  Roe {b)^  and  the 
cases  referred  to  in  Tiddj  1 146.  7. 


Wilde.     An  undertaking  imposed  on  a  party  by  act 
of  parliament,  as  a  condition  precedent  to  his  defence. 


H  sB.^C.  735- 


{b)  3  Bingb.  169. 


IS 
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is  not  a  contract  with  respect  to  which  he  can  be  said  to 
violate  good  faith,  if  he  fail  to  observe  its  provisions. 
Bat  even  if  it  were  otherwise,  the  suing  out  a  writ  of 
error,  to  which  a  party  is  entitled  as  of  right,  is  no 
breach  of  a  contract  to  give  judgment  of  a  particular 
term :  the  judgment  is  given,  subject  to  the  incidents 
which  attach  to  it ;  one  of  which  is  liability  to  be  im-* 
peached  by  a  writ  of  error. 

The  Defendant  was  entitled  to  his  writ  of  error,  as 

r^ulated  by  16  &  17  Car.  2.  c.  8. ;  it  is  not  suggested 

to  have  been  sued  out  for  the  purpose  of  delay  alone ; 

and  the  two  sureties  required  by  the  third  section  of 

1  G.  4.  c.  87.  are  only  to  be  taken  where  the  Defendant 

sues  out  a  writ  of  error  after  requiring  at  the  trial  nn 

order  from  the  Judge  to  stay  judgment  till  the  fifth  day 

of  the  ensuing  term,  and  giving  at  the  same  time  a 

recognizance,  with  two  sureties,  not  to  commit  waste  in 

the  interval ;  which  recognizance  is  to  be  discharged,  if 

the  Defendant  afterwards  sues  out  a  writ  of  error,  and 

becomes  bound  with  two  sureties  in  such  sum  and  with 

such  conditions  as  are  required  by  1 6  &  1 7  Car.  2. 

The  Defendant  here  not  having  required  the  Judge 
to  stay  judgment,  was  entitled  to  his  writ  of  error  upon 
the  terms  of  the  former  statute.  After  the  Defendant  has 
given  the  securities  required  by  the  first  section  of 
1  G.  4.  c.  87.,  it  would  be  a  great  hardship  to  call  on 
him  to  give  additional  security  on  suing  out  a  writ  of 
error. 


18S0. 


TiNDAL  C.  J.  The  question  is,  whether  since  the 
passing  of  the  act  1  G.  4.  c.  87.  the  Defendant,  where 
die  provisions  of  the  first  section  of  that  act  have  been 
pursued,  is  authorized  to  sue  out  a  writ  of  error,  without 
conforming  with  the  requisitions  contained  in  the  third  sec-* 
tion  of  the  act ;  and  upon  the  best  construction  I  can  put 
on  the  act,  I  think  he  is  not  authorized  so  to  proceed.   By 

the 
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the  first  section  it  is  enacted,  ^^  That  where  the  term  or 
interest  of  any  tenant,  now  or  hereafter  holding  under 
a  lease  or  agreement  in  writing  any  lands,  tenements,  or 
hereditaments  for  any  term  or  number  of  years  certain, 
or  from  year  to  year,  shall  have  expired  or  been  de- 
termined, either  by  the  landlord  or  tenant,  by  regular 
notice  to  quit,  and  such  tenant,  or  any  one  holding  or 
claiming  by  or  under  him,  shall  refuse  to  deliver  up 
possession  accordingly,  after  lawful  demand  made  in 
writing,  and  signed  by  the  landlord  or  his  agent,  and 
served  personally  upon  or  left  at  the  dwelling-bouse 
or  usual,  place  of  abode  of  such  tenant  or  person,  and 
the  landlord  shall  thereupon  proceed  by  action  of  eject- 
ment for  the  recovery  of  possession,  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  him,  at  the  foot  of  the  declaration,  to  address  a 
notice  to  such  tenant  or  person,  requiring  him  to  appear 
in  the  court  in  which  the  action  shall  have  been  com- 
menced on  the  first  day  of  the  term  then  next  following, 
or,  if  the  action  shall  be  brought  in  fVales,  or  in  the 
counties  palatine  of  Chester^  Lancaster^  or  Durham^  re- 
spectively, then  on  the  first  day  of  the  next  session  or 
assizes,  or  at  the  court  day,  or  other  usual  period  for  ap- 
pearance to  process  then  next  following  (as  the  case  may 
be),  there  to  be  made  defendant,  and  to  find  such  bail,  if 
ordered  by  the  Court,  and  for  such  purposes  as  are 
hereinafter  next  specified  ;  and  upon  appearance  of  the 
party  at  the  day  prescribed,  or,  in  case  of  non-appear- 
ance, on  making  the  usual  afiidavit  of  service  of  the 
declaration  and  notice,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  landlord 
producing  the  lease  or  agreement,  or  some  counterpart 
or  duplicate  thei'eof,  and  proving  the  execution  of  the 
same  by  afiidavit,  and  upon  afiidavit  that  the  premises 
have  been  actually  enjoyed  under  such  lease  or  agree- 
ment, and  that  the  interest  of  the  tenant  has  expired,  or 
been  determined  by  regular  notice  to  quit,  as  the  case 
may  be,  and  that  possession  has  been  lawfully  de- 
manded 
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manded  in  manner  aforesaid,  to  ipove  the  Court  for  a 
rule  for  such  tenant  or  person  to  shew  cause,  within  a 
time  to  be  fixed  by  the  Court  on  a  consideration  of  the 
ntoation  of  the  premises,  why  such  tenant  or  person, 
upon  being  admitted  defendant,  besides  entering  into  the 
common  rule,  and  giving  the  common  undertaking, 
shoald  not  undertake,  in  case  a  verdict  should  pass  for 
the  plaindfi^  to  give  the  plaintiff  a  judgment  to  be  en- 
tered up  agauist  the  real  defendant,  of  the  term  next 
preceding  the  time  of  trial,  or  if  the  action  shall  be 
brought  in  fValeSi  or  in  the  counties  palatine,  respect- 
ively, then  of  the  session,  assizes,  or  court  day  (as  the 
case  may  be)  at  which  the  trial  shall  be  had,  and  also 
why  he  should  not  enter  into  recognizance,  by  himself 
and  twQ  sufficient  sureties,  in  a  reasonable  sum,  con- 
ditioned to  pay  the  costs  and  damages  which  shall  be 
recovered  by  the  plaintiff;  and  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the 
Court,  upon  cause  shewn,  or  upon  affidavit  of  the 
service  of  the  rule  in  case  no  cause  shall  be  shewn,  to 
make  the  same  absolute  in  the  whole  or  in  part,  and  to 
order  such  tenant  or  person  within  a  time  to  be  fixed, 
upon  a  consideration  of  all  the  circumstances,  to  give 
such  undertakings  and  find  such  bail,  with  such  con- 
ditions, and  in  such  manner,  as  shall  be  specified  in  the 
said  rule,  or  such  part  of  the  same  so  made  absolute ; 
and  in  case  the  party  shall  neglect  or  refuse  so  to  do, 
and  shall  lay  no  ground  to  induce  the  Court  to  enlarge 
the  time  for  obeying  the  same,  then,  upon  affidavit  of 
the  service  of  such  order,  an  absolute  rule  shall  be 
omde  for  entering  up  judgment  for  the  plaintiff." 

It  b  to  be  observed  that  the  Defendant  is  not  bound 
to  give  this  undertaking  at  all  events,  but  he  may  shew 
cause  against  the  rule  calling  on  him  to  give  it,  and  even 
m  case  no  cause  be  shewn,  the  court  is  to  make  the 
nde  absolute  in  tlie  whole  or  in  part,  upon  a  consider- 
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ation  of  all  the  circumstances.  However,  after  the  De- 
fendant has  entered  into  the  undertaking,  he  is  not  in 
the  condition  of  an  ordinary  Defendant,  but  is  to  give 
judgment  as  of  the  term  preceding  the  trial ;  and  if  he 
was  clogged  with  the  common  undertaking  before  this 
statute,  it  can  scarcely  he  contended  that  he  may  elude 
the  additional  undertaking  now  required  at  his  hands. 
The  course  to  be  pursued,  however,  seems  clearly 
pointed  out  in  the  third  section.  According  to  that 
section,  execution  can  only  be  stayed  in  two  modes :  one, 
by  order  of  the  Judge  spontaneously  issued  where  he 
thinks  the  verdict  contrary  to  evidence,  or  the  damages 
excessive ;  the  other  by  order  of  the  Judge,  issued  upon 
the  requisition  of  the  Defendant,  upon  his  entering  inta 
a  recognizance  with  two  sureties  not  to  commit  waste. 
If  he  brings  a  writ  of  error,  he  is  to  be  bound  with  two* 
sufficient  sureties  in  such  sum  and  with  such  conditions 
as  are  conformable  to  the  statute  of  16  &  17  Car.  2.  c.  8., 
and  the  recognizance  against  committing  waste  is  to  be 
of  no  effect  It  seems,  therefore,  that  where  a  verdict 
is  given  for  the  plaintiff,  the  legislature  intended  a  stay 
of  execution  should  rest,  not  on  the  ordinary  ground, 
but  only  on  the  conditions  imposed  by  the  third  section 
of  the  statute.     The  rule  must  be  discharged. 


Gaselee  J.  The  order  was  granted  in  mercy  to  the 
Defendant,  because,  no  application  having  been  made 
within  four  days  after  the  trial,  the  lessor  of  the  Plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  immediate  execution ;  and  I  remain  of  the 
same  opinion  as  when  I  issued  the  order.  The  object 
of  the  act  was  to  enable  landlords  more  speedily  to  re- 
cover possession  of  their  lands,  not  generally,  but  in 
particular  cases,  where  the  tenant  holds  over  after  his 
term  has  expired  or  a  regular  notice  to  quit  has  been 
given.  In  such  cases  the  act  gives  the  landlord  judg«> 
ment  as  of  the  term  preceding  the  trial  of  hi^  ejectment; 
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aod  it  was  intended  by  the  legislature  that  execution 
should  be  stayed  only  in  the  two  cases  specified  in  the 
third  section,  namely,  where  the  Judge  thinks  the  verdict 
contrary  to  evidence,  or  the  damages  excessive,  or  where 
die  Defendant  within  four  days  has  given  a  recognizance 
with  two  sureties  not  to  commit  waste.  If  the  Defendant 
coold  stay  execution  by  suing  out  a  writ  of  error  without 
finding  two  sureties,  the  provision  for  a  recognizance 
^unst  the  commission  of  waste  would  be  altogether 
Bogatory. 


1830. 


Rob  deal. 

DURAVT 

Mooai. 


BoaAKguET  J.      I  am  of  the  same  opinion.      The 
question  turns  on  the  construction  to  be  put  on  the  nn- 
dertaking  required  by  the  first  section  of  1  G.  4.  c.  87- 
That  act  applies  to  cases  of  landlord  and  tenant,  only 
where  the  tenant  occupies  under  a  written  agreement, 
and  holds  over  after  his  term  has  expired,  or  the  ter- 
mination of  a  regular  notice  to  quit.     Those  facts  are 
to  be  made  out  by  affidavit,  and  then  a  rule  nisi  only  is 
granted,  against  which  the  tenant  has  his  opportunity  of 
shewing  cause.     If  the  rule  be  made  absolute,  he  enters 
into  the  undertaking  required  by  the  statute.     That  un- 
dertaking has  been  given  in  this  case ;   the  effect  of  it  is 
to  give  an  available  judgment  of  the  preceding  term, 
that  is^  such  a  judgment  as  will  enable  the  Plaintiff  to 
proceed  to  execution  :  the  undertaking  will  not  deprive 
the  Defendant  of  his  writ  of  error,  but  he  can  have  a 
stay  of  execudon  only  in  the  two  cases  pointed  out  by 
the  third  section,  viz.  where  the  Judge  thinks  the  verdict 
contrary  to  evidence,  or  the  damages  excessive,  or  where 
the   Defendant   has  given  the   recognizance  with  two 
apreties  required  by  the  statute  to  prevent  the  commission 
of  waste.     If  the  Defendant  could  elude  this  provision 
bjr  suing  out  a  writ  of  error,  and  entering  into  a  recog- 
nizance en  his  own  security  alone,  the  intention  of  the 
legislature  to  give  the  landlord  possession,  or  ampler 
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Rob  deiD. 

DURANT 

V. 

•Moors. 


secarity  than  that  of  the  tenant  himself,  would  be  alto- 
gether defeated. 

Alderson  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion*  This 
being  an  action  of  ejectment,  the  Defendant  enters  into 
the  common  undertaking.  The  statute  1  G.  4.  c.  87. 
requires  a  further  undertaking,  to  give  a  judgment  as  of 
the  term  preceding  the  trial,  if  the  verdict  pass  for  the 
Plaintiff;  and  the  statute  would  be  rendered  unavailing, 
if  this  undertaking  could  be  defeated  by  the  Defendant's 
bringing  a  writ  of  error  on  his  own  security  alone ;  for 
he  is  only  entitled  to  a  writ  of  error  subject,  to  the  re- 
strictions imposed  on  him  by  the  third  section  of  the 
act,  that  is,  upon  entering  into  a  recognizance  with 
two  sureties,  according  to  the  conditions  imposed  by 
16&  17  Car.  2.  c.  8.  As  to  the  alleged  hardship  of 
requiring  such  a  recognizance  from  him  a  second  time, 
see  who  the  parties  are,  and  how  they  stand  with  respect 
to  each  other.  The  act  is  confined  to  cases  of  landlord 
and  tenant  where  the  tenant  holds  over  on  the  ex- 
piration of  his  term  or  of  a  regular  notice  to  quit. 
Before  the  Defendant  is  called  on  to  give  the  under- 
taking and  enter  into  the  first  recognizance,  the  ex- 
piration of  the  lease  or  notice  must  be  shewn  to  the 
Court  by  affidavit ;  and  the  Defendant  has  the  oppor- 
tunity of  urging  any  objection  which  can  avail  him. 
He  is  then  only  required  to  give  a  judgment  of  the  term 
preceding  the  trial,  in  case  the  verdict  should  pass 
i^ainst  him,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Judge«  The 
tenant,  therefore,  is  sufficiently  protected,  if  after  that 
he  be  not  prevented  from  staying  execution  except  on 
terms  which  no  honest  man  would  refuse,  namely,  by 
entering  into  a  recognizance  with  two  sureties  not  to 
commit  waste ;  a  recognizance  which  he  may  dis- 
charge on  giving  another  with  two  sureties,  in  case  he 
proceed  to  a  writ  of  error.     If  he  were  not  compelled 

to 
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to  find  those  sureties  on  suing  out  his  writ  of  error,  and        1830. 

could   stay  execution  on  his  own  security   alone,  the    ^     'j^ 

statute  1  G.  4.  c.  87.  would  be  entirely  defeated.  Durant 

Rule  discharged.  v. 

Moore. 


Phillips  v.  Maile.  Nov.  %o. 

JlEPLEVIN  for  taking  oittle.  Plaintiff 

Cognizance,  that  the  freehold  of  the  locus  in  quo  ?f*^o,nmon^ 
was  in  the  bailiff,  assistants,  and  commonalty  of  Goct^  under  an 

nanchester^  otherwise  Gumcester.  and  because  Plaintiff's  *^y*>;d  of  com- 

missionen  ap- 
cattle  was  there  damage  feasant.  Defendant,  as  servant  pointed  by  an 

of  the  bailiff,  assistants,  and  commonalty,  took  them.        endowire  act. 

The  plaintiff  pleaded  twelve  pleas,  on  the  first  eight  ^j^  ^j^^^  ^* 

of  which  were  issues  to  the  country.  award  such 

In  the  eighth  plea  the  Plaintiff,  among  other  matters,  "^^^ '"  "" 

^  spcct  01  ccr* 

allied,  that  on  the  1st  July  1802,  by  a  certain  act  of  par-  tain  messuages 
liament  made  and  passed  in  the  forty-third  year  of  the  in  G.,  and  gave 
reign  of  George  the  Third,  entitled  An  Act  for  dividing  Jh^ee  mon^ 
and  enclosing  certain  open  and  common  fields,  meadows,  after  the 

lands,  commons,  and  commonable  places  within  the  parish  *^^>  ^7 

feig^ned  issue 
of  GumcesteTf  otherwise  Godmmichesiei\  in  the  county  of  andtothequar- 

Huniingdon ;  after  reciting  that  there  were  within  the  pa-  ter  sessions : 
fish  of  Gumcester^  otherwise  Godmanchestery  in  the  county    -    I'mited   * 
oS  Huntingdon^  certain  open  and  common  fields,  meadows,  time  having 

lands,  commons,  and  commonable  places,  containing  by  «^P««^>  **'  ^** 

i_         I  11  .  .        not  necessary 

estimation  4600  acres  or  thereabouts ;  and  also  recitmg  f^^  )^,q  ^q 

that    the    bailiff,  assistants,  and  commonalty  of  Gum'  sliew  the  on- 

cesier.  otherwise  Godmanchester.  aforesaid,   were  lords  ^'"*  ?^r  "^ 
'  '  ^  '  respect  of 

of  the  manor  of  Gumcester^   otherwise  Godmanchestery  which  the 
and  as  such  did  claim  to  be  entitled  to  the  right  of  commissioners 
the  soil  within  the  said  manor ;  commissioners  and  a  ^^  ^\^y^^  -^ 
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sunreyor  were  appointed  for  valuing,  allotting,  and 
setting  out,  &c.  the  common  fields  and  commonable 
places,  &c. ;  and  it  was  among  other  things  enacted, 
that  if  any  dispute  or  difierence  should  arise  between 
any  of  the  parties  interested,  or  claiming  to  be  interested, 
in  the  said  division  and  enclosure,  touching  or  con- 
cerning the  right  to  the  soil  of  the  said  commons  and 
waste  grounds,  or  any  jpart  or  parts  thereof,  or  touching 
or  concerning  the  respective  rights  and  interests  which 
they  or  any  of  them  should  have,  or  claim  to  have,  in 
the  same,  or  touching  or  concerning  any  other  matter 
or  thing  relating  to  the  said  divisions  and  allotments,  it 
should  and  might  be  lawful  for  the  said  commissioners, 
and  they  were  thereby  authorised  and  required  with  all 
convenient  speed,  to  proceed  to  hear  and  determine  such 
claims  and  objections : 

And  it  was  furtlier  enacted,  that  the  said  commis- 
sioners should,  and  they  were  thereby  required  to  set 
out,  allot,  and  award  unto  and  for  the  said  bailiff, 
assistants^  and  commonalty,  and  their  successors,  as 
lords  of  the  manor  of  Godmanchester  aforesaid,  such 
part  of  the  said  lands  and  grounds  within  the  said 
parish  of  Godmanchester  thereby  intended  to  be  divided 
and  enclosed,  as  in  the  judgment  of  the  said  com- 
missioners should  be  equal  to  one-twentieth  part  of 
the  waste  or  known  common  lands  within  the  parish 
of  Godmanchester  aforesaid,  for  the  use  and  in  lieu  of,  and 
as  a  full  compensation  and  satisfaction  for  all  the  rights 
and  interests  of  the  said  bailiff,  assistants,  and  com- 
monalty, as  lords  of  the  said  manor,  in  and  to  the  soil 
of  all  the  waste  or  known  common  lands  within  the 
said  parish  of  Godmanchester : 

And  it  was  provided  and  enacted,  that  in  case  it 
should  appear  to  the  said  commissioners  that  it  would 
be  more  advantageous  to  fence  the  whole  or  any  part 
of  the  said  Bieadows,  rather  than  permit  the  same  to 
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remain  unenclosed,  it  should  be  lawfiil  for  the  said  com- 
missioners to  enclose  the  whole,  or  such  part  or  parts 
thereof  as  they  should  think  proper,  in  such  and  the 
same  manner  as  other  lands  were  directed  to  be  enclosed 
by  the  said  act ;  but  for  the  full  enjoyment  of  such  part 
of  the  said  meadows  which  should  be  left  unenclosed, 
the  said  commissioners  should  and  might,  and  they  were 
thereby  authorised  and  empowered  by  their  award  to 
stint,  ascertain,  and  express  what  number  and  sorts 
of  cattle  each  of  the  proprietors  of  commonable  ines- 
suages  and  lands  in  the  said  meadows  should  be  at 
liberty  at  seasonable  times  to  feed  and  depasture  thereon, 
and  also  to  ascertain  the  time  or  times  when  such  feed- 
ing and  depasturing  should  begin  and  end ;  and  the  same 
meadows  from  thenceforth  should  be  fed  and  depastured 
only  by  such  number  and  sorts  of  cattle  and  at  such 
tiflie  or  times  as  in  the  award  to  be  made  by  the  com- 
missioners should  for  that  purpose  be  expressed : 

And  it  was  further  provided  and  enacted,  that  the  said 
commissioners  should  set  out,  allot,  and  award,  as  and 
far  a  common  pasture,  to  be  used,  stocked,  and  enjoyed 
as  thereinafter  mentioned,  out  of  and  from  certain  com- 
mons in  Godmanchester  aforesaid,  called  the  East  and 
Wai  Commons^  such  plot  or  plots  of  land  or  ground  as 
ibonkl  in  the  judgment  of  the  said  commbsioners  be  a 
fall  equivalent  satisfaction  and  compensation  for  the 
rigfats  of  common  of  all  the  owners  and  proprietors  of 
commonable  messuages  or  cottages,  for  such  messuages 
or  cottages  only,  as  well  on  the  said  commons  as  on  the 
aud  meadows  and  common  fields  within  the  said  parish 
of  Godmanchester^  which  said  plot  or  plots  of  land  should 
be  held,  used,  stocked,  and  enjoyed  by  such  owners  or 
proprietors,  and  their  respective  tenants  and  occupiers 
of  the  said  messuages  and  cottages,  only  as  a  common 
pasture,  in  such  manner  as  the  said  commissioners 
should  in  and  by  their  award  direct  and  appoint:  And 
it  was  further  enacted,  tliat  all  tofb,  foundations,  or 
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sites  of  ancient  commonable  messuages  or  cottages 
should,  upon  proof  thereof  being  made  to  the  satisfac- 
tion of  the  said  commissioners,  be  considered  and  deemed 
as  commonable  messuages  or  cottages  respectively,  and 
that  the  respective  owners  thereof  should  be  entitled  to 
the  same  compensation  for  the  respective  rights  of  com- 
mon originally  belonging  thereto  as  if  such  messuages 
or  cottages  had  been  still  standing : 

And  it  was  further  provided  and  enacted,  that  in 
case  any  person  or  persons  interested  in  the  said 
then  intended  division  and  allotment  should  be  dis- 
satisfied with  any  determination  of  the  said  com- 
missioners touching  or  concerning  any  claim  or  claims, 
or  other  rights  or  interests  in,  over,  or  upon  the 
lands  and  grounds  thereby  directed  to  be  divided, 
allotted,  and  enclosed,  or  any  part  thereof^  it  should  be 
lawful  for  the  person  or  persons  so  dissatisfied  to  pro- 
ceed to  a  trial  at  law  of  the  matter  so  determined  by 
the  said  commissioners  at  the  then  next,  or  at  the 
following  assizes  to  be  holden  for  the  said  county  of 
Huntingdon^  and  for  that  purpose,  the  person  or  persons 
who  should  be  dissatisfied  with  the  determination  of  the 
said  commissioners  should,  upon  giving  notice  to  the 
said  commissioners  of  his,  her,  or  their  intention  to 
bring  such  action  within  one  month  after  such  deter- 
mination should  be  made,  cause  an  action  to  be  brought 
upon  a  feigned  issue  against  the  person  or  persons  in 
whose  favour  such  determination  should  have  been 
made,  within  three  calendar  months  next  after  the  de- 
termination of  the  said  commissioners  should  be  so 
made.  And  it  was  provided,  that  the  determination  of 
the  said  commissioners  touching  such  claim  or  claims  of 
right  to  the  soil  of  the  said  commons  and  waste  grounds, 
or  other  rights  or  interests  in,  over,  or  upon  the  lands 
and  grounds  thereby  directed  to  be  divided,  allotted, 
and  enclosed,  or  any  part  thereof,  which  should  not  be 
objected  to,  or,  being  objected  to,  the  party  or  parties 

objecting 
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objecdng  should  not  cause  such  action  at  law  to  be 
brought  and  proceeded  in  as  aforesaid,  should  be  final 
and  conclusive  upon  all  parties :  provided  that  nothing 
m  the  said  act  contained  should  authorise  the  said  com- 
missioners to  determine  the  title  to  any  messuages,  cot- 
tages, lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments  whatsoever : 

And  it  was  further  enacted,  that  the  award  to  be  made 
by  the  said  commissioners,  when  enrolled  in  the  manner 
directed  by  the  said  recited  act,  should  be  deposited  in 
die  parish  church  of  Godmanchester  aforesaid ;  and  that 
all  notices  required  to  be  given  by  the  said  commis- 
noners  relating  thereto  and  to  the  public  carriage  roads 
should  be  inserted  in  the  Cambridge  Chronicle : 

And  it  was  enacted,  that  if  any  person  or  persons 
should  think  himself,  herself,  or  themselves  aggrieved  by 
any  thing  done  in  pursuance  of  that  act,  other  than  and 
except  such  orders  and  .determinations  of  the  said  com- 
missioners as  were  therein  directed  to  be  final  or  con- 
clusive, and  except  in  such  cases  where  an  issue  at  law 
should  be  tried  as  thereinbefore  mentioned,  then,  find  in 
every  such  case,  he,  she,  or  they  might  appeal  to  the 
general  quarter  sessions  of  the  peace  which  should 
be  holden  for  the  county  of  Huntingdon^  within  six 
calendar  months  next  after  the  cause  of  complaint  should 
have  arisen,  on  giving  to  the  said  commissioners,  and  to 
tbe  party  or  parties  concerned,  eight  days'  notice  in 
writing  of  such  appeal,  and  of  the  matter  thereof;  and 
the  justices  not  interested  in  the  premises  in  their  said 
general  quarter  sessions  were  thereby  required  to  hear 
and  determine  the  matter  of  every  such  appeal,  and  to 
make  such  order  and  award,  and  such  costs  and  damages, 
as  to  tbem  in  their  discretion  should  deem  reasonable. 

The  plea  then  tendered  an  issue  to  the  country,  on 
which  issue  was  joined. 

The  Plaintiff  pleaded,  ninthly.  That  before  and  at 
the  time  when,  &c.  he  had  been  and  still  was  seised 

in 
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18S0.  in  his  demesne  as  of  fee,  of  and  in  a  certain  messuage 
(being  one  of  the  commonable  messuages  mentioned 
in  the  said  act  of  parliament  in  the  eighth  plea  before 
mentioned),  with  the  appurtenances,  situated  and  being 
in  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid;  and 
that  long  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  making  and 
executing  the  award  thereinafter  mentioned,  the  owner 
and  proprietor  thereof  for  the  time  being  had  a  certain 
right  of  common  of  pasture  in,  upon,  and  throughout 
a  certain  common,  situate  and  being  within  the  said 
parish  of  Gumcester^  otherwise  Godmanchestery  in  the 
county  aforesaid,  called  the  West  Common^  mentioned 
in  the  act  of  parliament  in  the  eighth  plea  mentioned, 
and  therein  called  the  West  Common :  that  the  said 
commissioners  in  the  said  eighth  plea  mentioned,  having 
taken  upon  themselves  the  burden  of  the  execution  of 
the  powers  vested  in  them  by  the  said  act  in  the  eighth 
plea  mentioned,  in  pursuance  of  the  said  act,  and  before 
the  said  time  when,  &c.  under  their  respective  hands 
and  seals,  to  wit,  on  the  23d  day  of  June  1809,  to  wit, 
at,  &c.  did  make  their  award  in  writing,  of  and  con- 
cerning the  said  division  and  enclosure  mentioned  in 
the  said  act;  which  said  award,  fairly  written  on  pai*ch- 
ment«  was  then  and  there  read  and  executed  by  the  said 
commissioners  in  the  presence  of  the  proprietors  of  the 
lands  mentioned  in  the  said  act,  who  did  attend  at  a 
special  general  meeting  called  and  held  for  that  purpose, 
of  which  ten  days'  notice  had  been  given  in  the  Carn^ 
bridge  Chronicle,  being  a  paper  for  that  purpose  mentioned 
in  the  said  act,  and  circulated  in  the  said  county  of 
Huntingdon^  and  which  execution  of  the  said  award  was 
duly  proclaimed  the  then  next  Sunday,  m  the  parish 
church  of  Gvmcester,  otherwise  Godmanckester^  being 
the  parish  in  which  the  said  last- mentioned  lands 
did  lie;  by  which  award  the  said  commissioners  did 
(amongst  other  things)  set  out,  allot,  and  award  as  a 

common 
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axminon  pasture  to  be  used,  stocked,  and  enjoyed  by 
the  owners  and  proprietors  of  commonable  messuages 
Of  cottages  and  the  respective  tenants  and  occupiers  of 
tbe  said  messuages  and  cottages  only,  having  right  of 
common  upon  the  said  common  in  Gumcester^  other- 
wise Oodmanchester  aforesaid,  known  by  the  name  of  the 
Wesi  Common^  the  plot  of  land  or  ground  therein  men- 
tkmed,  that  is  to  say,  ^^  West  Common  allotment,"  unto 
and  for  the  owners  and  occupiers  of  commonable  mes- 
fliages  or  cottages,  and  toftsteads,  and  the  respective 
tenants  or  occupiers  of  the  said  messuages  and  cottages, 
and  toftsteads,  having  right  of  common  upon  the  West 
Common  in  Godmanchester  aforesaid,  one  plot  of  land 
or  ground,  &c.  And  the  said  commissioners  did 
award,  order,  and  direct  that  no  stock  of  any  kind 
should  be  turned  on  the  said  West  Common  by  any 
person  or  persons  whomsoever  after  the  14th  day  of 
February  until  the  13th  day  of  May^  in  every  year, 
and  Uiat  on  the  ISth  day  of  May  until  the  23d  day  of 
NaoembeTj  in  every  year,  every  owner  or  occupier  of  any 
commonable  messuage  or  cottage,  or  toftstead,  being 
the  site  of  an  ancient  commonable  messuage  or  cottage 
within  the  said  parish,  according  to  the  list  contained  in 
the  schedule  thereuntoannexed,  might  stock  upon  thesaid 
West  Common  two  cows  for  every  such  messuage,  cottage, 
or  toftstead,  and  that  on  the  2Sd  day  of  November,  in  every 
year,  until  the  14th  day  of  February  following,  every 
owner  or  occupier  might  stock  four  sheep  for  every 
such  messuage,  or  cottage,  or  toftstead,  and  that  every 
owner  or  occupier  of  any  messuage,  cottage,  or  toftstead, 
having  a  right  of  common  upon  the  said  West  Common^ 
keeping  only  one  mare  or  gelding  to  enable  him  to 
follow  any  trade  or  occupation,  who  should  be  de^ 
sirons  of  turning  such  mare  or  gelding  on  the  said  West 
Commortj  instead  of  two  cows  in  manner  before  men- 
tioned, should  be  at  liberty  so  to  do,  provided  no  foal 
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should  be  put  in  vdth  any  such  mare :  as  by  the  said 
award,  reference  being  thereunto  had,  will  amongst 
other  things  more  fully  and  at  large  appear :  and  the 
Plaintiff  said,  that  the  said  plot  of  land  or  ground 
last  thereinbefore  mentioned  and  described,  being  the 
place  in  which,  &c.  was  part  of  the  said  common  men- 
tioned in  the  said  act  of  parliament  in  the  said  eighth 
plea  mentioned,  and  therein  called  the  JVesi  Commons 
and  that  the  said  messuage  of  him  the  said  Plaintiff 
mentioned  in  that  plea,  was  inserted,  specified,  and  men« 
tioned  by  the  said  last-mentioned  commissioners  in  the 
list  contained  in  the  schedule  annexed  to  the  said  award 
as  one  of  the  messuages  in  respect  of  which  the  owner 
or  occupier  thereof  might  use,  stock,  and  enjoy  the  said 
plot  of  land  or  ground  thereinbefore  mentioned  and 
described,  being  the  place  in  which,  &c.  as  a  common 
of  pasture  in  the  manner  by  the  said  last-mentioned 
commissioners  in  and  by  their  said  award  directed 
and  appointed :  by  virtue  of  which  said  act,  and  of 
which  said  award,  the  Plaintiff  being  so  seised  of  the 
said  last-mentioned  messuage  as  aforesaid  at  the  said 
time  when,  &c.*had,  and  still  of  right  ought  to  have^ 
a  right  of  common  of  pasture  in  and  over  the  said 
place  in  which,  &c.,  that  is  to  say,  a  right  to  stock 
the  same  place  in  which,  &c.  with  two  cows  on  the 
ISth  day  of  May  until  the  23d  day  of  November  in  every 
year,  at  his  free  will  and  pleasure,  as  to  his  said  last- 
mentioned  messuage  with  the  appurtenances  belonging; 
and  being  so  seised  of  the  said  last -mentioned  messuage, 
with  the  appurtenances,  he  afterwards  and  before  the 
time  when,  &c.  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  in  the  said  de- 
claration mentioned,  being  between  the  13th  day  o(  May 
and  the  23d  day  of  November  in  the  year  last  aforesaid, 
turned  and  put  the  said  two  cows,  being  his  own  catd^ 
and  the  said  cattle  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned, 
into  the  said  place  in  which,  &c.  to  feed  and  depasture  on 
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die  grass  there  then  growing,  and  to  use  the  said  com- 
mon of  pasture  of  the  said  Plaintiff  there,  as  he  lawfully 
might ;  and  the  said  cattle  remained  there  feeding  and 
depasturing  on  the  grass  there  then  growing,  and  using 
the  siud  common  of  pasture,  until  the  said  Defendant 
of  bis  own  wrong,  at  the  said  time,  when,  &c.  took  the 
aid  cattle  in  the  said  place  in  which,  &c.  and  un- 
justly detained  the  same  against  sureties  and  pledges^ 
until,  &c. 

The  tenth  plea  was  in  substance  the  same  as  the  ninth, 
but  more  concise. 

The  eleventh  alleged  that  a  right  of  common  on  the 
locus  in  quo  was  awarded  to  the  PlaintifiT,  as  occupier  of 
a  commonable  messuage,  without  alleging  any  right  of 
oommcm  previous  to  the  passing  of  the  enclosure  act. 

The  twelfth  was  the  same  as  the  ninth  and  tenth,  but 
aUeged  the  right  of  common  before  the  enclosure  act  to 
have  been  in  owners  of  commonable  messuages  being 
freemen  of  Godmanchestet\ 

The  Defendant  demurred  to  the  ninth,  tenth,  and 
eleventh  pleas,  setting  out  as  grounds  of  demurrer,  that, 
in  order  to  justify  a  trespass  upon  the  soil  and  freehold 
of  another,  the  Plaintiff  should  have  distinctly  set 
&rth  in  the  pleadings  the  nature,  extent,  terms,  and 
mode  of  enjoyment  of  the  rights  of  common  claimed,  so 
that  issues  might  have  been  taken  thereon ;  also,  that  the 
commissioners  under  a  private  act  of  parliament  could 
not  give  a  right  of  common  over  the  soil  and  freehold  of 
I  stranger  to  the  act  who  takes  no  benefit  under  it. 

To  the  twelfth  he  replied,  that  the  Plaintiff  was  not 
a  freeman  of  Godmanchester : 

Which  replication  the  Plaintiff  demurred  to,  as  tender*^ 
ing  an  immaterial  issue. 


1830. 
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ifVilde  Serjt.  in  support  of  the  demurrer  to  the  replica- 
tiod#  *  The  replication  tenders  an  immaterial  issue,  and 
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the  pleas  are  good.  It  was  not  necessary  for  the  Plain- 
tiff to  set  out  in  those  pleas  the  original  right  in  respect 
of  which  the  commissioners  awarded  rights  of  common  to 
him.  The  commissioners  had  authority  to  enquire  ii^to 
and  determine  whether  be  had  a  previous  right ;  a  power 
of  appeal  within  a  limited  time  was  given  against  their  d^ 
cision,  by  way  of  feigned  issue,  and  that  appeal  not  having 
been  made,  the  award  of  the  commissioners  is  final  and 
conclusive.  It  would  be  most  mischievous  if  it  could  now 
be  questioned  after  a  lapse  of  twenty-one  years.  Parties 
relying  on  the  substituted  right  may  have  lost  all  trace 
and  evidence  of  their  original  right;  and  it  is  impossible 
for  the  corporation  of  Godmanchester  to  contend  that 
they  are  not  bound  by  the  award,  or  that  they  come 
witliin  any  saving  clause  of  the  act,  when  the  act  recites 
that  tbey  are  lords  of  the  manor,  proposes  to  deal  with 
the  waste  lands,  and  prescribes  an  allotment  to  be  made 
to  them  in  lieu  of  their  manorial  rights.  In  RiddeU  v. 
White  (a),  where  an  enclosure  act  directed  part  of  a 
waste  to  be  sold  tithe  free^  to  defray  the  expences  of  the 
enclosure ;  the  rector  was  not  otherwise  a  party ;  and  the 
saving  clause  was  of  all  claims  jexcept  of  the  lord  and 
of  the  commoners ;  yet  the  rector's  right  to  the  tithes  of 
the  waste  sold  tithe  free  was  decided  to  be  gone ;  and 
it  was  held,  that  these  enclosure  bills  were  not  to  be 
considered  as  merely  private  acts. 


Merewcther  Serjt.  contra.  The  plaintiff  must  establish 
a  good  title  in  omnibus,  Hawkins  v.  Eckles,  {b)  He 
ought,  therefore,  to  have  alleged  that  he  was,  as  a  free- 
man  of  Godmanchester^  entitled  to  make  a  claim  at  the 
hands  of  the  commissioners ;  for  it  does  not  appear  that 
they  had  authority  to  determine  who  were  and  who  were 
not  freemen.    The  award  is  not  conclusive  on  that  point. 


(a)  1  Afutr.  i8x. 


(b)  %B.lsfP.  359. 
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and  the  powers  of  the  commissioners  must  be  construed 
strictly.     In  R.  v.  Washbi'ook  (a),  wliere,  by  a  private 
enclosure  act,  commissioners  were  directed  to  fix  and 
settle  the  boundaries  of  a  parish  in  a  certain  manner 
therein  specified,  to  advertise  in  a  provincial  newspaper 
a  description  of  the  boundaries  so  fixed  and  settled, 
and  the  boundaries,  so  fixed  and  settled,  were  also  to  be 
inserted  in  the  award  of  the  commissioners,  and  to  be 
final,  binding,  and  conclusive;  the  commissioners  having 
fixed  and  settled  the  boundaries  in  the  mode  specified, 
and  having  duly  advertised  a  description  of  them,  but  the 
boundaries  mentioned  in  the  award  having  varied  from 
those  which  had  been  advertised ;  it  was  held,  that  the 
commissioners  had  not  pursued  the  authority  given  by 
that  act,  and  that  their  award  was  not  binding  as  to  the 
boundaries  of  the  parish.    And  in  R,  v.  Haslingfeld  (&) 
upon   an  indictment  against  the  parish  of  H.  for  not 
repairing  a  highway,  an  award  made  by  commissioners 
under  an  enclosure  act,  which  awarded   the  highway 
to  be   in  a  difierent  parish,  was  holden  not  to  be  ad- 
missible evidence  for  the  Defendants,  without  showing 
that  the  commissioners  had  given  the  previous  notices 
required  by  the  act  before  they  ascertained  the  bound- 
aries; it  appearing  that  the  usage  had  not  been  pur- 
suant to  the  award,  the  Defendants  having  since  the 
award,  as  well  as  before,  repaired  the  highway.     White 
T.  Riddell   turned    altogether  on  the  language  of  the 
parucular  act  there  in  question.     The  effect  of  this  act 
of  parliament  and  award  was  to  give  a  compensation  for 
rights  of  common  in  the  freemen  oiGodmanchester^  leaving 
their  title  untouched,  and  subject  to  the  same  modes  of 
proof  as  before.     The  award  itself  alleges  the  right  to 
be  in  the  freemen,  and  it  was  incumbent  therefore  on 
the  Plaintiff  to  allege  that  he  was  a  freeman.    Arguments 
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ab  inconvenienti  against  the  act  are  proper  only  in  the 
legislature,  and  not  in  a  court  of  law.  The  corporation 
of  Godmanchester  are  neither  parties  nor  privies  to  the  act; 
they  are  not  bound  by  a  mere  recital ;  and  it  is  not  even 
averred  in  the  pleas  that  they  arc  the  corporation  described 
in  that  recital :  at  all  events,  therefore,  their  claims  come 
within  the  operation  of  the  saving  clause.  {Tindal  C.  J. 
This  is  a  private  act,  and  the  saving  clause  should  have 
been  pleaded.]  The  Plaintiff  should  have  shewn  that  they 
took  some  benefit  under  the  act,  if  he  proposes  that  they 
should  be  bound  by  it.  There  can  be  no  presumption 
that  the  proceedings  of  commissioners  under  a  private 
act  have  been  regular;  they  must  be  shewn  to  have  been 
so.  Even  where  a  road  has  been  stopped  by  magistrates 
acting  in  a  public  capacity,  it  may  be  opened,  if  it  turn 
out  that  the  stoppage  were  not  according  to  law. 


Wildej  in  reply,  contended  that  the  corporation  might 
be  considered  in  the  light  of  parties  and  privies  to  this 
act,  since  they  were  not  only  named  in  the  recital,  but 
an  allotment  was  directed  to  be  given  to  them  in  respect 
of  their  manorial  rights.  As  to  the  alleged  necessity  for 
an  averment  that  the  employers  of  the  Defendant  were 
the  corporation  in  question,  it  could  not  be  intended 
that  there  were  two  corporations  bearing  the  same 
name,  and  possessing  manors  in  the  same  place. 


Tindal  C.  J.  The  question  in  this  cause  arises  on 
the  ninth,  tenth,  and  eleventh  pleas  in  bar,  and  on  the 
replication  to  the  twelfth  plea.  But  it  is  sufficient  to 
state  our  opinion  on  the  three  pleas  in  question,  because 
the  decision  on  the  replication  falls  within  the  same 
principle.  The  objection  to  the  pleas  is,  that  they  do 
tiot  state  the  right,  in  lieu  of  which  the  commissioners 
gave  the  Plaintiff  the  substituted  right ;  and  that  the  cor- 
poration of  Qodmanckesiery  not  being  privy  to  the  private 
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Bdy  an  not  bonnd  by  its  provisions.     However,  they 
ore  not  only  privy,"^  but  parties  to  the  act  as  set  out  on 
noord.     It  recites,  that  there  were  within  the  parish  of 
Oumcesierj  otherwise  Godmanchester^  in  the  county  of 
Huntingdon^  certain  open  and  common  fields,  meadows, 
lands,  commons,   and  commonable  places,  containing 
by  estimation   4600   acres,    or   thereabouts:    that  the 
lMuli£^  assistants,  and  commonalty  of  Gtimcesterj  other- 
wise Godmanchester^  aforesaid,  were  lords  of  the  manor 
of  Godmanchester^  and  as  such  did   claim   to  be  en- 
titled to  the  right  of  the  soil  within  the  said  manor ; 
md,  after  appointing  commissioners,  enacts,  that  the 
aid  commissioners  should,  and  they  were  thereby  re- 
((aired  to  set  out,  allot,  and  award  unto  and  for  the  said 
bailiff,  assistants,  and  commonalty,  and  their  successors, 
as  lords  of  the  manor  of  Godmanchester  albresaid,  such 
pirts  of  the  said  lands  and  grounds  within   the  said 
pirifih  of  Godmanchester  thereby  intended  to  be  divided 
and  inclosed,  as  in  the  judgment  of  the  said  commis- 
aooers  should  be  'equal  to  one-twentieth  part  of  the 
vaste  or  known   common  lands  within   the  parish   of 
Oodmanckester  aforesaid,  for  the  use  and  in  lieu  of,  and 
as  a  fall  compensation  and  satisfaction  for  all  the  rights 
and  interests  of  the  said  bailiffs,  assistants,  and  com- 
monalty, as  lords  of  the  said  manor,  in  and  to  the  soil 
of  all  die  waste  or  known  common  lands  within  the 
>aid  parish  of  Godmanchester. 

The  parties  in  wiiose  right  the  distress  has  been  taken 
ve  the  bailiff,  assistants,  and  commonalty  of  Godmcni'- 
<^r,  and  the  distress  is  for  cattle  depasturing  on  West 
Cmmmi.  It  might  have  been  more  ex|)ressly  alleged, 
^  the  parties  in  whose  right  the  distress  has  been 
^en,  are  the  same  body  as  that  described  in  the  act  of 
P>riiament«  But  we  must  either  presume  this  to  be  the 
^  or  intend  that  there  are  in  the  same  place  two  cor- 
Vou  VIL  L  porate 
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porate  bodies  bearing  precisely  the   same  name,  and 
claiming  the  same  property. 

If  the  corporation  are  not  only  privy  but  parties  to 
the  act,  the  whole  question  arises  on  its  construction. 
And  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  original  right  of  com- 
mon, for  which  a  new  right  has  been  substituted  by  the 
act^  was  not  intended  to  be  traversable,  except  in  the 
way  prescribed  by  the  act.  It  would  occasion  extreme 
inconvenience  if  we  were  to  hold  otherwise,  and  enable 
parties  to  put  off  the  time  of  disputing  claims  till  all 
evidence  in  support  of  them  has  probably  been  lost. 
But  if  we  examine  the  provisions  of  the  act  with  re- 
spect to  the  powers  of  the  commissioners,  we  find  that 
they  have  power  to  determine  on  the  validity  of  claims, 
a  power  which  would  be  useless  unless  it  were  in  some 
way  to  be  final.  "  If  any  dispute  or  disputes,  or 
diflference,  should  arise  between  any  of  the  parties  in- 
terested, or  claiming  to  be  interested,  in  the  said 
division  and  enclosure,  touching  or  concerning  the  right 
to  the  soil  of  the  said  commons  and  waste  grounds,  or 
any  part  or  parts  thereof,  or  touching  or  concerning  the 
respective  rights  and  interests  which  they  or  any  of  them 
should  have  or  claim  to  have  in  the  same,  or  touching 
or  concerning  any  other  matter  or  thing  relating  to  the 
said  divisions  and  allotments,  it  should  and  might  be 
lawful  for  the  said  commissioners,  and  they  were  thereby 
authorised  and  required  with  all  convenient  speed  to 
proceed  to  hear  and  determine  such  claims  and  ob- 
jections." 

The  act  then  gives  a  power  of  questioning  their 
decision  in  a  feigned  issue,  and  an  appeal  to  the  sessions 
within  a  limited  time,  and  provides,  **  That  the  deter-» 
mination  of  the  said  commissioners  touching  such  claim 
or  claims  of  right  to  the  soil  of  the  said  commons  and 
waste  grounds,  or  other  rights  or  interest  in,  over,  or 
upon   the  lands  and  grounds  thereby  directed  to  be 
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divided,  allotted,  and  enclosed,  or  any  pnrt  thereof, 
which  should  not  be  objected  to,  or  being  objected  to, 
the  party  or  parties  objecting  should  not  cause  such 
action  at  law  to  be  brought  and  proceeded  in  as  afore- 
said, should  be  final  and  conclusive  upon  all  parties." 

Inasmuch,  therefore,  as  the  PlaintifTs  right  was  capable 
of  being  litigated  at  the  time  of  making  the  award,  and 
was  never  then  contested,  how  are  we  to  say  that  the 
award  was  not  final  ?  Should  we  do  so,  none  would 
ever  be  safe  who  took  rights  under  that  award.  Seeing, 
therefore,  that  the  commissioners  have  declared  the 
PlaintifiP  possessed  of  a  right,  in  place  of  which  they 
have  given  him  the  new  right  on  which  he  now  relies, 
we  esteem  their  award  final  and  conclusive.  They  have 
determined  that  he  was  a  freeman  of  Godmanchestery  for 
that  was  the  ground  of  the  original  right,  in  lieu  of 
which  they  have  awarded  the  substituted  right.     That 

question,  therefore,  cannot  now  be  put  in  issue. 
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Gaselee  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  is  suiii« 
dent  if  any  one  plea  be  free  from  objection,  and  the 
eleventh  seems  to  contain  all  that  is  requisite  to  the 
Plaintiff's  claim.  What  is  required  by  the  act?  "  If 
my  dispute  or  difference  should  arise  between  any  of 
the  parties  interested,  or  claiming  to  be  interested  in  the 
said  division  and  enclosure,  touching  or  concerning  the 
fight  to  the  soil  of  the  said  commons  and  waste  grounds, 
or  any  part  or  parts  thereof,  or  touching  or  concerning 
the  respective  rights  and  interests  which  they  or  any  of 
them  should  have  or  claim  to  have  in  the  same,  or 
touching  or  concerning  any  other  matters  or  thing  relat- 
ing to  the  said  divisions  and  allotments,  it  should  and 
oiigfat  be  lawful  for  the  said  commissioners,  and  they 
vcre  thereby  authorised  and  required  with  all  con- 
^raient  speed  to  proceed  to  hear  and  determine  such 
daitns  and  objections." 
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The  plea  does  not  allege  any  antecedent  right,  but 
refers  to  the  award,  and  the  act  mentioned  in  the  eighth 
plea.  It  then  avers,  that  the  Plaintiff  was  seised  of  a 
messuage,  and  entitled  to  turn  out  cattle.  Enough  b 
stated  to  assert  his  right  and  to  establish  a  decisive 
answer  to  the  cognizance.  We  must  presume  that  the 
bailiff,  assistants,  and  commonalty  of  Godmanchesier 
mentioned  in  the  plea  are  the  same  parties  as  those 
described  in  the  act ;  for  the  Court  cannot  intend  that 
there  are  two  corporations  in  the  same  place  with  the 
same  name  and  the  same  estate. 


BosANQUET  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  There 
are  two  questions  to  be  determined.  First,  whether  the 
Plaintiff  is  bound  to  set  out  the  right  he  possessed  pre- 
viously to  the  award  ;  secondly,  whether  the  corporation 
of  Godmanchesier  is  bound  by  the  act ;  and  the  Plaintiff 
is  entitled  to  the  judgment  of  the  Court  on  both  points. 
It  is  not  denied  that  the  Plaintiff  is  possessed  of  the 
messuage  in  respect  of  which  he  claims  a  right  of  com- 
mon under  the  award ;  he  must  therefore  have  beeu  a 
party  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  commissioners,  and 
it  is  immaterial  now,  what  his  right  was  previously  to 
the  award.  The  award  ii  now  the  source  of  his  title, 
and  it  is  declared  to  be  conclusive,  subject  to  a  mode  of 
appeal,  by  the  trial  of  a  feigned  issue  within  a  certain 
period.  No  such  issue  was  resorted  to,  and  it  is  not 
competent  to  the  Defendants  to  question  now  what  was 
the  right  of  common  in  respect  of  which  the  Plaintiff 
obtained  the  award.  Then,  the  traverse  on  the  twelfth 
plea  is  immaterial.  It  is  competent  to  the  legislature  to 
bind  any  party  by  an  act  of  parliament,  if  the  intention 
be  clear.  In  a  common  estate  bill  there  is  not,  in  gene- 
ral, any  intention  to  bind  third  parties ;  but  when  the 
corporation  is  described  in  this  bill  as  the  owner  of  the 
soil  which  it  is  the  object  of  the  act  to  distribute,  it 

would 
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would  be  difficult  to  suppose  that  the  legislature  did  not        1830. 

intend  to  bind  the  rights  of  the  corporation  as  well  as  J^ "  ''  ' 
those  of  the  other  parties  interested. 


Alderson  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  These 
enclosure  acts  are  local  laws,  binding  all  who  take  an 
inlerest  under  them* 

Judgment  for  the  Plaintiff* 


V. 

Mails. 


Davies  Demandant,  Dawson  Tenant,  Evans       itov.  %%. 

Vouchee. 

npHE  acknowledgment  was  taken  in  November  1880,  An  attorney  of 

by  a  person  who  had  acted  as  an  attorney  of  the    .    ^^LT!* 
:         .       «.  uoM  in  fFaies 

great  sessions  m  fVales^  and  who  by  I  fV.  4.  c.  70.  5. 16.  is  competent 

was,  as  such  attorney  of  the  great  sessions,  authorised  to  ^o  ^^^  *"  «<^- 
practise  in  all  actions  in  the  courts  at  Westminster^  where  on^whichT*^ 
the  party  resides  in  the  principality  of  Wales.  recovery  nuy 

The  tenant  resided  in  London.      The  rule  of  this  P*"* 
court  requires  that  the  commissioner  to  take  the  ac- 
knowledgment shall  be  an  officer  of  one  of  the  four 
courts  of  Westminster  Hall. 

Janes  Seijt.  moved  that  the  recovery  might  pass,  on 
the  ground  that,  by  the  stat.  1  W.  4.,  an  attorney  of  the 
great  sessions  was  placed  on  the  same  footing  as  an 
attorney  of  the  courts  at  Westminster. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  The  statute  does  not  apply  here,  for 
the  tenant  does  not  reside  within  the  principality  of 
Wales.  The  rule  of  court,  however,  applies  only  to 
recoveries  in  England.  Acknowledgments  out  of  Eng- 
land have  constantly  been  taken  by  persons  who  have 
iK>t  been  officers  of  the  four  courts.  The  recovery, 
therefore,  may  pass* 

Fiat. 
L  3 
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Nov.  »3.      lo  the  Matter  of  Naish,  Executrix  of  Stewart, 


An  annuity 
for  four  liveS) 
with  a  cove- 
nant that  the 
grantor  should 
insure  the 
principal  sum 
within  thirty 
days  after  the 
expiration  of 
the  third  life, 
is  not  an  usu- 
rious contract. 


TN  the  year  1805,  James  Stewart  and  John  Cressett  PeU 
hanij  in  consideration  of  1000/.  paid  td  Stewart^  granted 
an  annuity  of  120/.  to  John  Holland  for  the  term  of  the 
joint  natural  lives  oi  John  Holland^  Mary  his  wife,  Mary 
Ann  Holland^  and  Lucy  Dalrymplej  and  the  lives  and  life 
of  the  survivors  and  survivor  of  the  longest  liver  of  them. 
And  Stewart  and  Pelham  for  themselves,  their  heirs, 
executors,  and  administrators,  covenanted  with  Holland, 
his  executors,  administrators,  and  assi^^ns  within  thirty 
days  next  after  the  decease  of  such  three  of  them,  the 
said  John  Holland,  Mary  his  wife,  Mary  Ann  Holland, 
and  Lucy  Dalrymple,  who  should  first  depart  this  life, 
to  insure  in  some  respectable  office  of  insurance  in  Lon^ 
don  for  the  use  of  the  said  John  Holland,  his  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  the  sum  of  1000/.  to  be 
paid  on  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  them  the  afore- 
said nominees,  and,  upon  the  completion  of  such  insur- 
ance, to  make  such  assignment  of  the  policy  or  policies 
thereof  unto  the  said  John  Holland,  his  executors,  ad- 
ministrators, and  assigns  as  should  be  requisite  to  make 
over  the  same  and  all  benefit  thereof  to  him,  and  for  his 
and  their  sole  use. 

The  grantors  executed  also  a  warrant  of  attorney  to 
enter  up  judgment  for  2000/.,  but  no  judgment  was  ever 
entered  up. 

This  annuity  passed  through  several  mesne  assign- 
ments to  Edward  Gregory  and  Robert  Johnston,  who 
purchased  the  same  of  the  sheriff  under  a  writ  of  veu' 
ditioni  exponas. 

In  the  course  of  this  term 

Taddy  Serjt.  obtaii^ed,  on  the  part  of  Stewart's  ex- 
ecutrix, a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  warrant  of  attorney, 
on  the  ground  that  the  same  was  void  for  usury. 

fVilde 
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fFilde  Serjt   shewed   cause.     There  is   no    affidavit        1830. 

aJlecini?  this  to  be  a  colourable  transaction,  or  other    .'  ,  \' 
1  r      A  .  »  ,  ,     ,  In  the  Matter 

than  a  bonajide  annuity.     It  was  no  Joan;  and,  there-     of  Naish. 

fore,  there  could  be  no  usury.    The  principal  was  clearly 
in  hazard.     If  the  two  last  lives  had  dropped  at  once ;  or 
the  last  life  had  dropped  within  the  thirty  days,  and 
before  the  insurance  had  been  effected,  the  covenant 
would  have  been  of  no  avail.     So,  if  the  policy  had 
happened  to  be  avoided  under  any  of  the  numerous 
stipulations  on  the  part  of  the  office.     This  is  a  com- 
mon mode  of  effecting  grants  of  annuity ;  Cummins  v. 
I$aac  (a),   Morris  v.  Jones  (b) ;  and  the  Court  will  not 
'  presume  a  colourable  transaction,  where  there  is  nothing 
out  of  the  usual  course. 
The  Court  called  on 

Taddy  to  support  his  rule.     He  contended  this  was  a 
loan,  for  the  covenant  to  insure  was  equivalent  to  a 
covenant  for  repayment.     If  the  last  life  dropped  during 
the  thirty  days,  no  insurance  could  have  been  effected. 
The  covenant,  therefore,  meant  that  an  insurance  should 
be  effected  within  the  thirty  days,  and  during  the  life  of 
the  survivor.     The  grantee,  therefore,  was  in  a  better 
position  than  he  would  have  been,  if  he  had  only  taken  a 
covenant  for  the  repayment  of  the  money,  which  would 
have  been  clearly  usurious ;  for  here  he  had  not  only 
the  chance  of  the  policy,  but  if  the  grantor  omitted  to 
effect  it,  an  action  against  the  grantor  on  the  covenant  to 
insure,  by  which  he  would  recover  the  sum  originally 
advanced.     Even  if  the  two  last  lives  had  dropped  at 
the  same  moment,  the  act  of  God  would  not  excuse  the 
grantor  from   his  absolute  covenant.     He  could  have 
pleaded  no  plea  but  performance. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.     The  question  is,  whether  an  advance 
of  money  under  the  circumstances  now  laid  before  the 

(a)  ZT.R.  183.  {b)  %B.liC.  %z%. 

L  4  Court 
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18S0«  Court  comes  within  the  statute  of  Anne^  as  a  loan  of 
'  '"  money  on  which  a  larger  rate  of  interest  than  five  per 
of  Najsb.  <^^^«  b^  ^611  reserved.  The  general  rule  is,  that  there 
is  no  loan  where  the  principal  is  placed  in  hazard, 
because  a  loan  contemplates  repayment  of  the  money 
lent;  and  where  there  is  no  loan  it  is  a  matter  of  agree* 
ment  between  the  parties  on  what  terms  the  money  shall 
be  advanced.  In  the  present  case  the  hazard  was  con* 
siderable:  suppose  the  third  and  fourth  lives  had 
dropped  together,  how  could  it  be  said  that  there  was 
any  breach  of  covenant  in  not  insuring  at  the  expiration 
of  the  third,  if  it  could  not  be  ascertained  which  perished 
first.  But  suppose  the  insurance  had  been  effected,  there 
are  oflen  clauses  in  policies  whicli  induce  considerable 
hazard ;  as  if  the  life  insured  were  determined  by  suicide. 
Upon  such  a  precarious  mode  of  repayment  we  cannot 
say  the  parties  intended  a  loan.  The  Court  is  satisfied, 
on  the  ground  that  there  is  no  affidavit  imputing  to  the 
parties  the  intention  of  a  loan,  or  shewing  that  the  prin- 
cipal has  never  been  put  in  hazard. 

Gaselee  J.  concurred. 

BosANQUET  J.  I  do  uot  think  this  covenant  is  such 
a  stipulation  as  constitutes  the  transaction  a  loan. 

Alderson  J.  Grigg  v.  Stoker  {a)  is  not  distinguish- 
able from  the  present  case.  There,  an  agreement  to 
pay  121.  per  cent,  on  the  amount  of  the  purchase- money 
of  a  vessel,  was  held  not  usurious,  though  there  was  a 
covenant  to  keep  the  vessel  insured. 

Rule  discharged  with  costs. 

(a)  Forrest^  4. 
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Batliss  v.  Fisher.  Nov.  %$. 

QASE  for  a  wrongful  distress.  The  Defend- 

The  Defendant  seized  the  goods,  made  out  an  •^'^Kf^ 

o  teized  goods, 

infentory  for  the  PIainti£^  placed  a  man  to  keep  posses-  and  placed  a 
sion  from  the  end  of  May  to  the  middle  of  June,  "*]?"*P^*' 
and  then  gave  them  up  to  the  Plaintiff.     In  the  mean  fbr  tome  days  i 
time,  the  Plaintiff  had  the  free  use  of  the  goods ;  and  a  Held,  the 

curt,  which  formed  part  of  them,  was  driven  to  market  ^'^"^^  nwgnt 

*  recover  oa* 

every  day.  mages,  al- 

A  verdict  having  been  found  for  the  Plaintiff,  with  though  he  had 

^  theweofthe 

l&L  damages,  goods  aU  the 

time. 
WSde  Seijt  moved  to  set  aside  the  verdict,  on  the 
ground,  that  in  an  action  for  a  tort,  not  arising  out  of 
a  breach  of  contract,   the  Plaintiff  must  shew   some 
damage  in  order  to  entitle  himself  to  a  verdict. 

Andrews  Seijt.  shewed  cause ;  but  after  hearing 

WUdt  in  support  of  his  rule, 

Tkt  Court  was  clearly  of  opinion,  that  the  seizure  of 
the  goods,  and  the  placing  a  man  to  keep  possession  of 
tbem,  without  whose  permission  the  Plaintiff  could  not 
ha?e  used  them,  and  whose  permission  might  have  been 
withdrawn,  altogether  constituted  an  injury,  for  which 
the  Plaintiff  was  entided  to  damages,  and  the  amount 
hong  under  20^,  they  refused  to  grant  a  new  trial. 

Role  discharged* 
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1830. 


Nov.  25'         Davis  and  Others,  Assignees  of  White,  a 

Bankrupt,  v.  Eyton. 

Aleue  having  Hj^'RESPASS  for  taking  goods. 

been  granted       X  r 

on  condition  The  Defendant  had  let  a  farm  to  White  under  a 

that  if  the  condition,  "  That  if  the  lessee  should  commit  an  act  of 
tracted  a  debt  bankruptcy,  whereon  a  commission  should  issue,  and  he 
on  which  he  should  be  declared  bankrupt,  or  if  he  should  become 
shoukl  be  lucd  insolvent,  or  incur  any  debt  upon  which  any  judgment 
which  should  should  be  signed,  entered  up,  or  given  against  him,  and 
be  followed  by  qq  which  any  writ  of  Jleri  JaciaSj  or  any  other  writ  of 
lessor  should  execution  should  issue,  it  should  and  might  be  lawful  for 
re-ent6r  as  of  the  lessor  to  reenter  into  the  demised  premises,  and  the 
his  former  same  again  to  have,  repossess,  and  enjoy,  as  in  his  for- 
lessor  having     mer  estate." 

re-entered  Qn  the  28th   of  March   1829,  judgment  was  signed 

ment  and  exe-  og^*"st  White  by  one  Lowndes^  for  a  debt  of  10S4-/. 

cution,  Held,         AJi-Jiz.  issued  thereupon,  under  which  White's  stock 

he  was  entitled  ^^  g^,|j  ^^  ^j^^  jg^^  ^f  ^     y^ 

to  the  emble- 

ments.  On  the  1 1th  of  Mai/  the  Defendant  re-entered  for  the 

forfeiture,   took  possession  of  the  growing  crops,  and 

afterwards  harvested  and  sold  them^ 

On  the  19th  of  Mai/  a  commission  of  bankrupt  issued 
White^  under  which  he  was  declared  a  bankrupt,  and 
the  Plaintiffs,  his  assignees,  sought  by  this  action  to 
recover  the  value  of  the  growing  crops  taken  by  the 
Defendant  on  his  re-entry,  as  well  as  certain  hay  and 
straw  of  White's^  remaining  on  the  premises  at  the  time 
of  the  re-entry. 

The  value  of  the  crops  was  442/.  19s.  6d,  The  value 
of  the  hay  and  straw  SO/. 

A  verdict  was  given  for  the  Plaintiffs  at  the  last 
assizes  for  the  county  of  Salop^  for  472/.  195.  6^.,  with 

leave 
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leave  for  the  Defendant  to  move  to  reduce  the  damages 
to  30/.,  the  value  of  the  hay  and  straw  alone. 

Bussell  Serjt  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  that  purpose,  on 
the  ground  that  the  lease  having  been  determined  by  the 
lessee^s  own  act,  the  landlord,  on  re-entry  for  the  for-^ 
feiture,  was  entitled  to  the  emblements,  {a)  "  Where 
the  estate  of  the  lessee,  being  uncertain,  is  determined 
by  a  right  paramount,  or  if  the  lease  determine  by  the 
act  of  the  lessee,  as  by  forfeiture,  condition,  &c.,  then 
he  that  hath  the  right  paramount,  or  that  entereth  for 
the  forfeiture,  shall  have  the  corn ; "  as  if  a  feme 
copyholder  durante  viduitate^  sows  land,  and  before 
severance  of  the  corn  takes  husband,  the  lord  shall  have 
the  corn,  and  not  the  husband.  Olandv.  Hardwicke  (6), 
Okn^s  case  (c),  Wickes  v.  Jordan,  [d)  And  in  Bulwer 
V.  Bidwcr  {e)f  Abbott  C.  J.  says,  "  The  general  rule  of 
law  is,  that  when  a  tenant  of  land  has  an  uncertain 
interest,  which  is  determined  either  by  the  act  of  God 
or  the  act  of  another,  then  he  shall  have  the  emble- 
ments; but  that  is  not  so  where  the  tenancy  is  de- 
termined by  his  own  act." 


1830. 


Wilde  Serjt.  shewed  cause.  The  estate  of  White  was 
not  determined  by  his  own  act,  but  by  act  of  law;  or,  at 
*U  events,  partly  by  act  of  law.  The  estate  was  not  to 
^  determined  by  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  or  a  debt ;  but 
Py  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  followed  by  a  commission ;  or 
^  debt  followed  by  judgment  and  execution.  A  tenant 
under  such  a  condition,  would  be  led  to  cultivate  after 
^niniitting  an  act  of  bibikruptcy  or  contracting  a  debt, 
^causeit  would  never  be  certain  that  such  am  act  would 
^  followed  by  a  commission,  or  jsuch  a  debp  by  a  judg- 


(a)  Co.  Lit.  5$.  If. 

(b)  Cro.  EUk.  461. 
{e)  sRep.  lit  a. 


(d)  %  BuJji.  aij. 
{e)  a  B.  fcf  i4. 470. 


ment; 
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1830*  ment ;  and  if  he  were  induced  to  sow,  he  ought  to  reap : 
to  hold  otherwise,  would  be  a  discouragement  to  pro- 
duction in  the  interval.  In  1  RoU^s  Abridgement^  726. 
{Emblements)  it  is  laid  down,  that  '*If  a  lease  be  made 
to  husband  and  wife  during  coverture,  and  the  husband 
sow  the  land,  and  afterwards  they  be  divorced  causd 
pr€econtraciiiSy  the  husband  shall  have  the  corn,  because 
the  judgment  is  the  act  of  the  law."  The  same  case  is 
stated  in  Oland  v.  Hardmcke  and  in  Oland^s  case  (a), 
where  the  reason  ^ven  is,  **  Because  the  sentence  which 
dissolves  the  marriage  is  the  judgment  of  the  law,  and 
judicium  redditur  in  invitum**  The  debt  or  act  of 
bankruptcy  here,  like  tiie  marriage  there,  was  the 
act  of  the  party;  but  the^.  Ja.^  or  the  commission 
of  bankrupt,  like  the  divorce  there,  is  the  act  of  the 
law,  and  being  in  invitum^  the  tenant  is  entided  to  the 
emblements. 

Russell.  {Stephen  Serjt.  was  with  him.)  In  the  case 
referred  to  the  supposed  husband  never  had  any  estate, 
for  the  supposed  marriage  was  null,  causd  prcecontractus. 
But  the  great  distinction  is  between  forfeitures  which 
arise  out  of  the  stipulation  of  the  party,  and  those 
which  accrue  by  operation  of  law  alone.  If  they  arise 
out  of  the  stipulation  of  the  party,  it  is  immaterial 
whether  an  act  of  law  or  an  act  of  the  party  be  the 
immediate  antecedent  of  the  forfeiture  ;  for  if  it  be  an 
act  of  law,  it  must  be  an  act  connected  with  and  conse- 
quent on  the  act  of  the  party,  whereas  when  the  for- 
feiture accrues  by  operation  of  law,  it  may  depend  on 
the  act  of  God,  or  a  third  person,  but  is  independent  of 
the  act  of  the  party. 

And  where  a  lessor  enters  for  condition  broken,  he  is 
seised  in  his  first  estate,  or  of  that  estate  which  he  had 

(a)  5  Rep,  lit  a, 

at 
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at  the  time  of  the  estate  made  on  conditioD.  (a)     And 
the  lessor  may  annex  what  conditions  he  pleases,  pro- 
vided  they  be   not    illegal.     Boe  v.   GaUiers{b)   (per 
AAkunt  J.)     If  a  lease  be  made  to  a  man,  on  condition 
that  if  he  doth  waste,  or  any  like  act,  his  estate  shall 
cease,  and  he  sows  the  land,  and  then  does  waste,  the 
landlord  shall  have  the  embUmerUs.  {c)     So,  if  there  be 
lessee  for  life,  on  condition  that  if  he  does  such  an  act 
at  such  a  time,  he  shall  only  have  the  land  for  two  years, 
and  he  sows  the  land,  and  afterwards  breaks  the  condi- 
tion, by  which  his  estate  for  two  years  is  finished  before 
the  severance  of  the  corn,  the  landlord  shall  have  the 
com.  {d)     The  argument  as  to  discouraging  cultivation 
between  the  act  of  the  party  and  the  consequent  act  of 
law,  goes  too  far ;  for  it  would  apply  to  cases  where  the 
landlord  has  to  re-enter  after  forfeiture  by  simple  act  of 
Jaw  ;  as  it  can  never  be  known  beforehand  whether  he 
'will  take  advantage  of  the  forfeiture  or  not 


18S0. 


Tin  DAL  C.J.     In  this  case  the  tenant.  Whiter  held 
as  lessee  from  year  to  year,  subject  to  a  condition  of 
re-entry  by  the  lessor,  wiiich  was  as  follows :  —  '*  That 
if  the  lessee  should  commit  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  whereon 
m  commission  should  issue,  and  he  should  be  declared 
iMUikrupt,  or  if  he  should  become  insolvent,  or  incur  any 
d^t  upon  which  any  judgment  should  be  signed,  entered 
up,  or  given  against  him,  and  on  which  any  writ  ofjier^ 
JaciaSj  or  other  vnrit  of  execution  should  issue,  it  should 
be  lawful  for  the  lessor  to  re-enter  into  the  demised  pre- 
mises, and  the  same  again  to  have,  re-possess,  and  enjoy, 
as  in  his  former  estate." 

It  appears  that  on  the  11th  oi  May  the  lessor  entered 
ibr  what  he  alleges  to  have  been  a  breach  of  condition. 


[a)  Co.  JJt.  aoi. 
ip)  %  T.  R.  133. 


(e)  I  RoL  Mr.  Embl.  pi.  3. 
{d)  1  RoL  Abr.  EmhU  pi.  4. 


namely. 
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namely,  that  the  lessee  contracted  a  debt,  upon  which 
he  was  sued  to  judgment,  and  execution  by  writ  ofjieri 
facias  was  issued  against  his  effects;  and  the  question  is, 
whether  the  landlord,  who  finds  com  growing  upon  his 
re-entry,  has  a  right  to  such  corn  ? 

In  the  first  place,  this  is  not  the  case  of  an  estate,  the 
termination  of  which  was  originally  uncertain.  The 
estate  of  the  lessee  was  certain  at  first,  but  liable  to  be 
defeated  by  a  condition  which  he  allowed  to  be  inserted 
in  the  contract,  and  which  was  a  lawful  condition.  It  is 
sufficient  that  the  condition  is  broken,  to  see  that  the 
landlord  enters  on  his  title  paramount,  and  takes  the 
property  then  as  he  had  it  originally.  We  might  tliere- 
fore  decide  this  case  on  the  distinction  which  exists  be- 
tween an  estate,  the  determination  of  which  depends  on 
the  breach  of  any  condition  entered  into  by  the  party,  and 
an  estate,  the  determination  of  which  is  rendered  uncer- 
tain by  operation  of  law.  But  it  has  been  argued  that 
the  estate  here  was  not  determined  by  the  act  of  the 
tenant,  but  immediately,  at  least,  by  act  of  law.  The 
original  act,  however,  on  which  the  legal  proceedings 
are  founded,  was  the  act  of  the  tenant  alone.  Contract- 
ing the  debt  was  his  act ;  so,  the  refusal  to  pay,  which 
brought  on  the  suit  and  judgment;  so,  the  omission  to 
satisfy  the  judgment.  The  execution  is  the  immediate 
and  necessary  consequence  therefore  of  his  own  act. 
And  it  is  not  so  clear  that  the  entire  breach  of  the  con- 
dition should  be  the  act  of  the  tenant  alone.  On  the 
contrary,  there  are  cases  in  which  the  entire  breach  of 
the  condition  has  not  been  complete  by  the  single  act  of 
the  party.  As  in  Bulwer  v.  BulweVy  although  the  re- 
signation was  not  complete  till  acceptance  by  the  bishop, 
the  title  was  forfeited  by  the  clergyman's  act  of  resign- 
ation. And  the  law  is  the  same  in  cases  where  an  estate 
is  to  be  forfeited  by  surrender,  although  the  surrender 
be  not  complete  by  the  act  of  the  tenant  alone.     There 

is 
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is  no  aatbority  which  decides  that  the  act  on  which  the 
lease  is  forfeited  according  to  a  condition,  must  be  the 
sole  and  distinct  act  of  the  tenant  alone.     It  has  been 
urged,  that  this  construction  will  occasion  great  incon- 
venience to  the  tenant  for  the  doubtful  interval  between 
his  original  act  and  the  landlord's  re-entry,  inasmuch  as 
it  is  not  certain  that  such  act  will  be  followed  by  legal 
proceedings,  or  by  the  landlord's  re-entry.    There  is  no 
doubt  that  such  inconvenience  may  exist,  but  it  is  an 
inconvenience  occasioned  by  the  act  of  the  lessee  him- 
self; and  the  argument  goes  too  far,  because  even  in 
cases  where  the  forfeiture  accrued  indispiitedly  from  the 
sole  act  of  the  lessee  in  the  breach  of  a  condition,  an 
interval  must  elapse  before  it  can  be  known  whether  the 
landlord  elects  to  enter ;  and  yet  it  is  clear  that  upon 
soch  breach  of  condition  he  is  entitled  to  enter.    The 
principal  authority  which  has  been  relied  on  in  support 
of  the  Plaintiff's  argument,  is  inOland's  case,  in  the  Fifth 
lUports,  and  Rollers  Abridgement,    There  it  is  laid  down, 
that  if  a  lease  be  made  to  husband  and  wife  during 
coverture,  and  the  husband  sow  the  land,  and  afterwards 
they  be  divorced,  causd  praconiracttiSj  the  husband  shall 
liave  the  corn,  because  the  judgment  is  the  net  of  the  law. 
Sut  that  was  a  case  not  of  a  condition,  but  of  a  limita* 
tion  creating  an  estate  of  uncertain  duration  ;  for  it  was 
uncertain  how  long  the  relation  of  man  and  wife  might 
continue ;  and  it  turned  out  that  in  consequence  of  some 
act  before  the  supposed  marriage,  the  parties  were  not 
in  efiect  husband  and  wife,  so  that  the  lease  was  granted 
under  an  error  as  to  the  supposed  fact ;  the  just  inference 
therefore  is,  that  the  estate  was  void  by  act  of  law.     In 
the  present  case  the  landlord  entered  in  consequence  of 
the  act  of  the  lessee,  and  being  in  as  of  his  former  estate 
the  damages  must  be  reduced  by  the  amount  of  the 
^blements,  to  which  he  was  clearly  entitled. 


1850. 


Gaseleb 


160  CASES  19  MICHAELMAS  TEAM 

1830.  Ga6£lee  J.    I  am  of  the  same  opinion.     There  is 

great  weight  in  the  point  relied  on  by  the  Defendanl^s 
counsel,  that  the  landlord's  re-entry  was  the  consequence 
of  a  stipulation  between  the  parties ;  but  iadq^endently 
of  that,  there  is  sufficient  to  justify  the  application  to  re- 
duce the  damages.  In  the  case  put,  of  an  estate  during 
coverture,  terminated  by  the  dissolution  of  the  supposed 
marriage,  it  was  not  the  act  of  the  party  which  dissolved 
the  marriage,  but  the  marriage  itself  was  a  nullity. 

BosANQUET  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  lessor  in  this 
case  is  entitled  to  retain  the  emblements.  It  is  distinctly 
laid  down  that  a  lessor  is  entitled  to  the  emblements 
where  he  enters  for  condition  broken,  because  he  enters 
by  tide  paramount,  and  is  in  as  of  his  first  estate.  Then, 
has  the  lessor  entered  here  for  condition  broken  ?  It  was 
stipulated  between  him  and  his  tenant,  that  upon  certatn 
events  he  should  re-enter  and  repossess  the  land  as  of 
his  former  estate,  and  having  entered  in  consequoice  of 
one  of  those  events  he  is  entitled  to  emblements.  Bat 
it  has  been  urged  that  the  condition  here  has  not  been 
broken,  or  has  not  been  wholly  broken  by  the  tenant, 
because  the  stipulation  between  the  parties  for  re-entry, 
requires  that  the  act  of  the  tenant  shall  be  followed 
by  an  act  of  law,  as  the  issuing  of  an  execution  or  a 
commission  of  bankruptcy.  It  has  also  been  contended 
that  the  completion  of  the  forfeiture  is  the  act  of  the 
lessor,  and  not  the  act  of  the  tenant,  because  it  de- 
pends on  the  lessor  whether  he  will  take  advantage  of 
the  forfeiture  or  not  But  that  argument  proves  too 
much,  for  it  would  show  that  in  no  case  would  the  lessor 
be  entitled  to  emblements  upon  re-entry  for  a  breach  of 
condition ;  and  the  argument  that  the  execution  which 
gives  the  immediate  right  of  re-entry  is  an  act  of  law,  and 
not  the  act  of  the  lessee,  is  answered  by  saying  that  it 
is  the  consequence  of  the  act  of  the  lessee.     In  Founts 

lennf% 
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krm^s  case  an  insurance  company  refused  to  pay  the  1830. 
ftfliount  of  an  insurance  on  bis  life,  on  the  ground,  that 
wiien  he  was  executed  for  forgery,  his  death  was  oc- 
cgsioned  by  his  own  act  For  the  Plaintiff  it  was  con- 
tended that  he  died  by  act  of  law ;  but  the  House  of 
Lords  held  that  his  death  must  be  considered  as  oc- 
casiooed  by  his  own  act  The  case  cited  in  Oland's  case 
does  not  apply,  because  there  was  no  express  condition 
broken^  nor  any  stipulation  for  re-entry. 

Alderson  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  WhitCj  the 
lessee,  incurred  a  forfeiture  by  his  own  act ;  the  lessor 
had  stipulated,  that  if  the  lessee  contracted  a  debt  which 
sboold  be  followed  up  by  judgment  and  execution,  or 
committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy  followed  up  by  a  com- 
mission, the  lessor  should  re-enter  and  have  the  land  as 
of  his  former  estate.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  legal  con- 
sequences only  qualify  the  act  of  the  lessee,  because  that 
act  pervades  all  the  subsequent  proceedings;  for  the 
commission  could  not  issue  unless  there  had  been  an 
act  of  bankruptcy,  nor  the  execution  unless  there  had 
been  a  previous  debt;  and  if  the  lessee  stipulates  that  in 
such  case  he  shall  be  turned  out  of  possession,  it  is  by 
his  own  act  that  he  is  turned  out. 

Rule  absolute. 


Vol.  VIL  M 
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jv^.  a6.  Holmes  v.  Senior. 

Upon  seryice     (^OULBURNSerjU  proposed  to  make  absolute  a  rule 
of  a  rule  nut,  to  compute  principal  and  interest,  in  an  action  on  a 

It  isnotnecet-  yjj  ^j.  exchange,  upon  aflSdavit   of  service  of  a  true 

the  original       copy  of  the  rule  nisi. 

rule,  unless  fhe  officer  of  the  court  objected,  that  the  affidavit 

proposed  to       ought  to  have  alleged  that  the  original  rule  was  shewn 

bring  the  party  at  the  same  time, 
into  contempt. 

Goulbum.  In  the  King's  Bench  the  practice  is  not 
to  exhibit  the  original  rule,  except  where  it  is  proposed 
to  bring  the  party  into  contempt.  In  all  other  cases  it  is 
sufficient  to  depose  to  service  of  a  copy  of  the  original 
rule ;  and  though  Tidd  says,  it  seems  to  be  the  practice 
in  C.  B.  to  produce  the  original  rule  in  all  cases,  the 
authorities  rather  confirm  the  practice  of  K.  B.  [^Bosan^ 
quet  J.  In  Westtey  v.  Jones  (a),  it  was  held  necessary 
to  shew  the  original  rule  if  it  were  demanded.] 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  The  distinction  in  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench  seems  well  founded.  It  is  only  necessary  to 
shew  the  original  rule,  where  it  is  proposed  to  bring  the 
party  into  contempt. 

Rule  absolute* 

(a)  5  B.  M.  x6a. 
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Haydon,  Assignee  of  SuxroN,  a  Bankrupt,  v.      ^^'  *^' 

Williams. 


ASSUMPSIT  for  work  and  labour  performed  by  Std-  i.  Where  a 

tan  as  a  surireon  and  apothecary,  and  for  medicines  ^^^  P~" 

mue  to  pay  a 
delivered  to  the  Defendant,  in  1820.     The  declaration  debt  barred  by 

was   in   the  common  form,   and  of  Michaelmas  term  ^^«  ttatute  of 

limiutionsyhas 
*^**'  been  lort,  oral 

At  the  trial  before  Tindal  C.  J.,  London  sittings  after  evidence  of 

kst  Hilary  term,  the  Plaintiff  called  as  a  witness  Sutton  ^^  c«J^fn^»  o^ 

•  111  ^^  *"•  wnting 

the  buHtrupt,  who  stated,  that  about  midsammer  1828,  may  be  given, 
he  had  received  a  letter  from  the  Defendant,  which  be       a.  Such  a 

had  since  lost,  and  searched  Sot  in  vain,  in  which  letter  ^ondidomL 

the  Defendant,  referring  to  a  demand  for  payment  of  his  must  he  de- 

drfjt,  said,  that  he  was  incapable  then  of  payinir  the  <^^'"«^.°"  *• 
,'  ij  UU1--1-  conditional, 

money,  but  would  pay  as  soon  as  be  had  it  m  his  power,  notwithstand- 

tnd  b^ged  that  instructions  which  had  been  given  for  *"?  ^'*  9  ^'  4« 

Boing  him  might  be  countermanded.  nc^wUhs"tand. 

It  was  objected  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant,  that  it  was  given 

oral  evidence  of  the  written  acknowledgment  of  the  debt  within  six 

.  ,  years  from  the 

ought  not  to  have  been  received ;  and  that  the  evidence,  time  of  con- 
when  received,  did  not  sustain  the  declaration,  which  tracting  of  the 
supposed  an  absolute,  not  a  conditional  promise. 
'    A  verdict  was  taken  for  the  Plaintiff,  subject  to  a 
modon  for  a  nonsuit  on  these  points. 

Jones  SerJL  moved  accordingly,  in  Easter  term ; 
urging  that,  by  admitting  parol  evidence  of  an  ac- 
knowledgment of  a  debt  barred  by  the  statute  of  limit- 
itions,  the  whole  object  of  the  statute  9G.  4*.  c.  14**, 
vbich  requires  that  such  acknowledgments  shall  be  in 
writbg,  would  be  defeated ;  and  he  referred  to  JVillis  v. 

M  2  Nwiehamf 
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Nuneham  (a),  where  an  oral  acknowledgment  of  the  pay- 
ment of  part  of  a  debt  within  six  years,  was  held  not 
sufficient  within  the  statute  9  G.  4.  c.  14.,  to  take  the 
case  out  of  the  statute  of  limitations.  But  even  if  the 
evidence  were  admissible,  a  written  acknowledgment 
under  that  act  ought  at  least  to  be  as  clear  as  an  oral 
acknowledgment  before  the  act:  but  an  oral  acknow- 
ledgment before  the  act,  containing  a  promise  to  pay 
when  of  ability,  was  no  more  than  a  conditional  promise ; 
must  have  been  declared  on  as  such;  and  the  ability 
must  have  been  alleged  and  proved.  In  Tanner  v. 
Smart  {b\  where  in  assumpsit  brought  to  recover  a  sum 
of  money,  the  Defendant  pleaded  the  statute  of  limitations, 
and  upon  that  issue  was  joined  ;  at  the  trial  the  Piainti£P 
proved  the  following  acknowledgment  by  the  Defendant 
within  six  years ;  —  "I  cannot  pay  the  debt  at  present^ 
but  I  will  pay  it  as  soon  as  I  can ; ''  —  it  was  held  that  this 
was  not  sufficient  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  a  verdict,  no 
proof  being  given  of  the  defendant's  ability  to  pay. 
A  rule  nisi  having  been  granted, 


Wilde  Serjt.  shewed  cause  in  Trinity  term. 

The  secondary  evidence  of  the  writing  was  properly 
admitted.  The  statute  9  G.  4.  c.  14.,  was  not  designed 
to  alter  the  rules  of  evidence  as  to  the  proof  of  written 
instruments ;  and  when  a  written  instrument  is  shewn  to 
have  been  lost,  the  admission  of  secondary  evidence  of 
its  contents  is  a  matter  of  course.  There  is  no  kind  of 
written  instrument  which  affords  any  exception  to  this 
rule.  Willis  v.  Nuneham  only  decided  that  secondary'  evi- 
dence could  not  be  received  of  a  parol  acknowledgment. 
If,  then,  the  existence  of  the  writing  be  proved,  all  is 
proved  that  the  act  requires,  to  entitle  the  Plaintiff  to 
recover.      For  the  acknowledgment    contained    in   it, 


(a)  3  Toung  ^  Jar,  518. 


(^)  6J?.  efC.603. 

though 
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though  condkiona]^  was  made  within  six  years  after  the       1830. 
or^nal  debt  was  incurred.     It  may  be  conceded,  that     \,""'^^' 
an  acknowledgment  made  after  the  six  years  must  be  ^^ 

absolute,  to  support  a  declaration  on  a  supposed  absolute  Williams. 
promise ;  and  if  it  be  a  conditional  acknowledgment,  it 
must  be  declared  on  as  such;  but  a  conditional  ac- 
knowledgment made  within  the  six  years  has  tlie  same 
eflkct  as  an  absolute  acknowledgment ;  and  this  was  the 
opinion  of  two  of  the  Judges  in  Scales  v.  Jacob  {a) ;  for 
by  the  acknowledgment,  the  party  admits  the  debt,  and 
during  the  six  years  he  cannot  attach  any  condition  to 
tibe  payment.  In  Tanner  v.  Smarts  Lord  Tenterden 
says,  **  The  constant  replication  ever  since  the  statute, 
to  let  in  evidence  of  an  acknowledgment,  is,  that  the 
causes  of  action  accrued  (or  the  defendant  made  the 
promises  in  the  declaration),  within  six  years;  and  the 
only  principle  on  which  it  can  be  held  to  be  an  answer 
to  the  statute  is  this,  that  an  acknowledgment  is  evidence 
of  a  new  promise,  and  as  such  constitutes  a  new  cause 
of  action,  and  supports  and  establishes  the  promises 
which  the  declaration  states.  Upon  this  principle,  when- 
ever the  acknowledgment  supports  any  of  the  promises 
in  the  declaration,  the  plaintiff  succeeds."  In  the  pre- 
sent case,  it  is  clear  that  the  Defendant's  acknowledg- 
ment would  have  supported  the  declaration,  if  the  action 
had  been  brought  within  the  six  years:  and  ns  the 
Defendant  when  he  made  the  acknowledgment  had  no 
right  to  attach  any  condition  as  to  the  time  of  payment, 
it  must  be  considered  as  an  acknowledgment  without 
condition,  and  so,  as  available  in  support  of  this  de- 
claration after  the  six  years,  as  before. 

Jb/ies.     Whether .  the  acknowledgment  be  made  be- 
fore or  after  the  expiration  of  the  six  years,  if  the  action 

(ii)  3  Bingb.  6i8« 

M  3  h^       . 
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be  brought  after  the  six  years,  it  is  the  sole  cause  of  the 
PlaintifTs  action,  for  the  original  right  is  then  annulled. 
If  it  be  the  sole  cause  of  the  PlaintifTs  action,  it  must  be 
declared  upon  according  to  the  fact ;  and  if  in  fact  it  be 
a  conditional  acknowledgment,  it  will  not  bear  out  a  de- 
claration alleging  an  absolute  promise.  In  Tanner  v. 
Smarts  the  acknowledgment  was  also  made  within  the 
six  years,  but  the  action  being  brought  after,  it  was  held 
this  principle  applied.  In  Feam  v.  Lewis  {a)  where,  in 
a  letter  addressed  to  a  friend  of  the  Plaintiff,  the  Defend- 
ant said,  **  Mr.  JP.'s  claim,  with  that  of  others,  shall  re- 
ceive that  attention  that,  as  an  honourable  man,  I  con- 
ceive them  to  deserve,  and  it  is  my  intention  to  pay 
them ;  but  I  must  be  allowed  time  to  arrange  my  aflBsiirs, 
and  if  I  am  proceeded  against,  any  exertion  of  mine  will 
be  rendered  abortive;"  It  was  held,  not  an  unqualified 
acknowledgment,  from  which  the  Court  could  imply  a 
sufficient  promise  to  pay  to  take  the  case  out  of  the 
statute  of  limitations. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU* 


TiNDAL  C.  J.  The  Defendant  in  this  case  sets  up  the 
statute  of  limitations  as  a  bar  to  the  PlaintifTs  demand, 
and  the  only  question  is,  whether  the  written  letter  of 
the  Defendant,  signed  by  him,  of  which  letter  we  think 
secondary  evidence  was  rightly  admitted  at  the  trial,  is 
such  **  an  acknowledgment,  or  promise  in  writing, 
signed  by  the  party  chargeable  thereby,"  as  falls  within 
the  meaning  and  intent  of  9  G.  4*.  c.  14*. 

That  statute  did  not  intend,  as  it  appears  to  us,  to 
make  any  alteration  in  the  legal  construction  to  be  put 
upon  acknowledgments  or  promises  made  by  defendants, 
but  merely  to  require  a  different  mode  of  proof;  sub- 
stituting the  certain  evidence  of  a  writing  signed  by  the 


(/i)  6  jBiiifcy.  349. 


party 
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parly  chargeable,  instead  of  the  insecure  and  precarious 
testimony  to  be  derived  from  the  memory  of  witnesses. 

To  enquire,  therefore,  whether,  in  a  given  case,  the 
written  document  amounts  to  an  acknowledgment  or 
promisey  is  no  other  enquiry  than  whether  the  same 
words,  if  proved  before  the  statute  to  have  been  spoken 
by  the  defendant,  would  have  had  a  similar  operation 
and  efkcL 

In  the  present  case,  the  written  letter  so  closely  cor- 
responds witli  the  parol  promise  in  Tanner  v.  Smari  (a), 
decided  the  year  before  the  statute  passed,  that  we  hold 
ourselves  governed  in  the  construction  of  it  by  the  de- 
cision in  that  case.  In  the  letter,  the  Defendant  writes 
**  That  he  was  incapable  at  that  time  to  pay  the  money, 
bat  that  he  would  pay  as  soon  as  he  had  it  in  his  power 
to  do  so."  In  the  case  referred  to,  the  defendant  says 
**  1  cannot  pay  the  debt  at  present,  but  I  will  pay  it  as 
soon  as  I  can."  The  most  acute  and  discriminating 
mind  cannot  form  a  distinction  between  the  effect  of  the 
two  expressions.  The  principle  laid  down  by  the  Court 
in  that  case,  and  which  is  deduced  from  the  former  de- 
cisions, was,  that  the  promise  which  is  given  in  evidence 
under  the  general  replication  to  the  statute  of  limitations 
must  be  one  which  is  consistent  with  the  promises  laid 
m  the  declaration  ;  and  consequently,  that  evidence  of 
8  conditional  promise  will  not  support  an  absolute  pro- 
mise in  the  declaration.  So  here  also  we  think  the 
promise  to  pay  by  the  Defendant  in  his  letter,  being 
guarded  with  the  condition  of  his  being  able  to  pay, 
whether.it  is  taken  as  a  new  promise,  or  a  revival  of  the 
former,  is  a  departure  from  the  absolute  promise  laid 
in  the  declaration. 

It  has  been  urged  in  argument,  that  if  the  action  had 
been  brought  within  the  six  years  next  after  the  original 
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cause  of  action,  this  letter  would  have  been  evidence  of 
an  acknowledgment  of  the  debt,  and  would  have  sup- 
ported the  action.  And  undoubtedly  it  would ;  for  a 
promise  to  pay,  whether  absolute  or  conditional,  does 
necessarily  include  an  acknowledgment  of  the  debt;  and 
where  the  Defendant  is  charged  on  his  original  liability, 
he  cannot  limit  the  effect  of  any  acknowledgment  which 
he  makes,  by  adding  to  it  any  new  condition.  But  where 
the  action  is  brought  after  six  years,  and  the  subsequent 
acknowledgment  of  the  defendant  is  the  very  ground 
of  his  action,  the  plaintiff  must  take  it  altogether  as  he 
finds  it,  and  cannot  use  the  acknowledgment  without 
annexing  the  qualification  also. 

Without,  therefore,  determining  whether  such  a  pro- 
mise ought  or  ought  not  to  be  specially  declared  upon,  it 
is  sufficient  to  say,  that  in  this  case  there  was  no  proof  of 
the  Defendant's  ability  to  pay  at  the  time  of  the  action 
brought,  so  as  to  satisfy  the  condition,  and  make  the 
promise  absolute  and  unqualified,  like  those  in  the 
declaration. 

Upon  this  ground  we  think  the  case  is  not  taken  out 
of  the  statute,  and  that  the  rule  for  entering  a  nonsuit 
must  be  made  absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 
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Staniforth  v.  Lyall  and  Others.  Nov.  27. 

nPHIS  was  an  action  of  covenant,  in  which  the  Plain-  Defendants 
tiff  complained  of  certain  breaches  of  the  covenants  \.    f   -,^ 

■  ship  to  New 

contained  in  a  charterparty  made  between  the  parties,  T^alamf, 

dated  the  7th  clay  of  Novanber  1825.  ^^^"^  ^^^y , 

-„  »      t-m  '     n         11  Tif     were  to  load 

AH  matters  in  difference  were  referred  by  a  Judges  y^^^  ^  ^y  ^^ 
order,  containing  the  usual  terms,  to  E.  H.  Aldersoriy  agent  there  to 

£sq.,  who  ordered  a  verdict  to  be  entered  forthe  Plain-  f  *^*     ^^^    ' 
T  '  the  owner, 

tiff  for  \s. ;  and  found  specially,  notice  that 

That  the  ship  Sesostris  was  chartered  by  the  Plaintiff  ^J^^V  f  ^"-  ^ 

*;  ^  .   .         doned  the  ad- 

to    the    Defendants    by    a    charterparty,    contammg,  venture ;  in 
amongst  other  things,  the  following  stipulations;  namely,  which  case 
that  after  discharging  the  cargo  at  Port  Jackson  she  p^y  himcoo/. 
should  proceed  to  such  port  or  ports  in  the  islands  of  The  ship  went 
Ifew  Zealand  as  the  said  freighters  or  the  agent  of  their  J®  ^^  ^^" 
firm  at  Port  Jackson  or  in  New  Zealand  should  direct,  found  neither 
or,  in  the  absence  of  such  direction,  then  to  that  port  *?*"^  ^^^ 
or  place   in  the  said  islands  at  which,  upon  enquiry  jndthe  cap- 
to  be  made  by  him  for  that  purpose  at  Port  Jackson  tain  made  a 
previously  to  the  said  ship's  sailing  thence,  the  com-  "^*"^°"»  ^^'* 
mander  might  ascertain  that  Captain  c/am^s  i^err/,  the  w^yoi  Bafa- 
superintendant  or  principal  agent  of  the  firm  in  New  ^^^*    ^^ 
Zealand^  or  other  the  superintend  ant  or  principal  agent  making  every 
of  the  firm  for  the  time  being  there,  was  settled;  or  allowrance for 

^  case  he  could  not  obtain  certain  information  respect-  ,  ,* 

■^  pense  and  loss* 

^Hg  that  fact,  then  to  the  Bay  of  Islands^  where  the  of  time,  was 
s^id  commander  would  ascertain  the  port  or  place  of  "'°'**  P^fit- 
^lie  settlement ;  and  accordingly,  the  said  ship  or  vessel  original  ad- 
venture to 
New  Zealand  would  have  been. 
Plaintiff'  liaving  sued  Defendant  on  the  charterpart)*  for  breach  of  covenant,  held, 
he  could  not  recover  the  jooA  penalty  in  addition  to  the  profit  of  the  homeward 

should 
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1830.        should  forthwith  proceed  thence  to  the  same  port  or 

o  ~'^  place:  and  the  same  ship  havincr  arrived  at  the  port  or 

Staniforth    ^         .  r  ft  r 

^.  place  in  New  Zealand^  to  which  she  was  to  proceed  as 

Lyalu       aforesaid,  or  as  near  thereto  as  she  could  safely  get,  the 
said  commander  should  give  notice  in  writing  of  such 
her  arrival  to  the  said  James  Herd,  or  other  the  super- 
intendant  or  principal  agent  of  the  said  firm  for  the 
time  being  there,  and  deliver  to  him  the  letter  intrusted 
to  the  care  of  the  said  commander ;  and  the  said  ship  or 
vessel  should,  if  necessary,  wait  fourteen  clear  days  after 
the  delivery  of  such  notice,  for  the  decision  of  such 
superintendant  or  principal  agent,  or  other  the  agent  of 
the  said  firm  at  the  said  island,  whether  to  load  the 
said  ship  with  a  cargo  for  a  port  in  Great  Britain  or 
not;  and  in  case  the  said  James  Herd^  or  other  such 
superintendant  or  principal  or  other  agent,  should,  be- 
fore the  expiration  of  such  fourteen  days,  give  notice  in 
writing  to  the  commander  of  the  said  ship  of  his  deter- 
mination not  to  load  ^he  s^id  ship  with  a  cargo  for  a 
port  in  Great  Britain^  then  at  and  from  the  expiration 
of  the  same  fourteen  days,  the  voyage  of  tlie  said  ship  in 
the  service  of  the  said  freighters  should  be  at  an  end  : 
but  if  the  said  superintendant  or  principal  or  other 
agent  of  the  said  firm  for  the  time  being  should  not 
before  the  expiration  of  the  said  fourteen  days  give  such 
notice  as  last  aforesaid,  then  such  ship  should,  either  at 
the  port  or  place    to   which   she   should   have   been 
originally  ordered,  or  at  such  other  port  or  place,  or 
ports   or  places,  in  New  Zealand  as   the  said   super- 
intendant or  principal  agent  for  the  lime  being  should 
direct,  and  within  the  lay-days  or  days  of  demurrage 
thereinafter  mentioned,  receive  and  take  on  board  from 
such  superintendant  or  other  the  agent  or  agents,  or 
servants,  of   the    said   firm,   such    masts,    spars,    and 
timbers,  or  all  or  any  of  the  same,  or  any  such  other 
lawful  goods  or  merchandize  as  the  said  superintendant 

or 
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w  principal  or  other  agent  or  agents  might  tender  for        1830. 
that  purpose,  not  exceeding  what  the  said  ship  could         '  ^  '-^ 
reasonably  stow  and  carry,  over  and  above  her  stores,  '        ^, 
tackle^  apparel,  provisions,  and  furniture;  and  the  mas-       Lyauu 
ter  of  the  said  ship  should  sign  the  customary  bills  of 
lading  for  the  said  cargo;  and  the  said  ship  being  so 
loaded,    and   afterwards   despatched,  should  therewith 
proceed  with  all  convenient  speed  to  such  port  in  Great 
Briiain  as  the  said  freighters  or  the  superintendant  or 
principal  agent  of  the  said  firm  in  New  Zealand  should 
direct,  and  make  a  right  and  true  delivery  of  the  said 
cargo. 

The  Defendants  also  stipulated,  that  in  case  the  said 
ship  should,  according  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning 
of  that  charterparty,  proceed  to,  and  arrive  in  New 
Zealandy  and  end  her  voyage  there,  the  said  freighters, 
thdr  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  should  and 
would,  upon  the  receipt  in  England  of  a  certificate  to 
that  e£fect  from  the  superintendant  or  principal  agent  of 
die  said  firm,  or  of  the  notice  which  should  have  been 
given  by  the  said  superintendant  or  principal  or  other 
agent,  of  bis  determination  not  to  load  the  said  ship  as 
aforesaid,  pay  to  the  said  Plaintiff  the  sum  of  500/.  as 
and  in  full  for  the  freight  or  hire  of  the  said  ship  for 
the  voyage  which  should  be  so  ended. 

The  rate  of  freight  at  which  the  cargo,  if  loaded,  on 
board  at  New  Zealand^  was  to  be  carried  to  England^  and 
the  mode  of  its  payment,  were  also  stipulated  for  in  the 
said  charterparty. 

Under  this  charterparty  the  ship  sailed,  and  duly 
arrived  in  Nem  Zealand^  but  no  agent  on  the  part  of  the 
Defendants  was  there,  nor  were  the  Defendants,  or  any 
one  on  their  behalf,  ready  to  load  a  full  and  complete 
cargo  on  board,  pursuant  to  the  charterparty  ;  nor  was 
there  any  agent  of  the  Defendants  in  New  Zealand  to 

give 
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18S0.  gire  the  notice  for  putting  an  end  to  the  voyage.  The 
ship^  after  waiting  a  reasonable  thne  without  being  able 
to  hear  any  thing  of  the  agent  of  the  firm  at  New 
Zealand^  sailed  in  ballast  from  New  Zealand  rodnd 
by  Batavia  for  England.  At  Batavia^  in  her  passage 
home,  she  obtained  a  full  cargo  of  spices  and  other 
goods  for  England^  and  arrived  in  safety.  After  taking 
into  consideration  the  delay  in  New  Zealand^  and  that 
arising  from  the  more  circuitous  voyage  by  Batavia  to 
England^  and  the  wear  and  tear  of  the  ship,  and  the 
increased  expenses  of  the  homeward  voyage  arbing 
therefrom,  and  setting  on  the  other  side  the  more 
Talaable  fre^hc  earned  by  the  ship  than  she  would  have 
earned  by  carrying  home  a  full  cargo  from  New  Zealaud 
pursuant  to  the  charterparty,  the  voyage  from  New 
Zealand  by  Batavia  to  England  was,  on  the  whole, 
n^ore  profitable  to  the  Plaintiff  than  if  the  vessel  had 
been  fully  loaded  by  the  charterers  at  New  Zealand  with 
a  cargo,  and  had  brought  such  cargo  in  safety  home  in 
the  usual  course  of  the  voyage. 

Under  these  circumstances,  the  arbitrator  thought  the 
Plaintiff  entided  to  a  verdict,  there  having  been  a  breach 
of  the  contract,  but  that  he  ought  to  recover  such  damages 
only  as  he  had  actually  snstained  in  consequence  thereof. 
He  thought  that  the  event  in  which  alone  the  500/.  were 
due  had  not  happened ;  and  that  if  it  had,  the  Plaintiff 
Would  have  been  entided  to  that  sum,  and  no  more, 
whatever  might  have  been  the  ultimate  actual  loss  sus- 
tained by  him.  If,  however,  he  did  wrong  in  taking 
into  consideration  the  profits  actually  earned  by  the 
fireight  from  Batavia  to  Englatidj  then  the  damages 
which  would  have  been  sustained  by  the  Plaintiff  would 
clearly  have  exceeded  500/.,  to  which  sum,  however,  the 
Plaintiff  consented  to  limit  his  claim.  If,  therefore,  the 
Court  thought  that  the  homeward  freight  actually  earned 

ought 
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ought  not  to  have  been  taken  into  account  at  all,  the        1890. 

arbitrator  awarded  that  the  verdict  should  be  entered  for 

the  Plaintiff,  with  500/.  damages;  but  if  otherwise,  then 

vith  nominal  damages  only,  there  having  been  a  breach  of       Lyall. 

the  agreement,  by  which,  however,  as  events  had  turned 

oatf  the  Plaintiff  had  been  a  gainer. 

Siepken  Serjt.,  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintifi^  contended 
that  he  was  entitled  to  the  profits  made  on  the  home- 
ward voyage,  and  to  the  penalty  of  500/.  incurred  by 
the  Defendants  on  their  not  procuring  a  cargo  for  the 
ship  at  New  Zealand^  pursuant  to  their  engagement.    The 
moment  that  engagement  was  violated,  the  Plaintiff  had 
a  vested  interest  in  a  claim  for  damages,  equal  to  what 
would  have  been  earned  if  the  contract  had  been  per- 
formed ;  not  less  than  500/.;  of  which  interest  he  conld 
not  be  deprived  by  the  event  of  the  subsequent  voyage. 
Atkinson  v.  Buckle  (a),  Edwin  v.  East  India  Company{b% 
Blighi  V.  Page  (c).     The  vessel  was  there  thrown  on  his 
bands  ;  he  was  at  liberty  to  employ  her  as  he  thought  fit. 
If  the  Plaintiff  had  had  an  agent  at  New  Zealand^  the 
agent  might  have  received  the  money,  and  have  despatched 
the  vessel  to  any  quarter  for   the    Plaintiff's   benefit. 
The  captain  must  be  deemed  his  agent  for  this  purpose; 
and  as  the  vessel's  subsequent  employment  was  at  the 
Plaintiff's  risk,  so  also  it  was  for  his   benefit.     If  the 
vessel  had  perished  in  the  voyage  from  Balavia^  the  loss 
would  have  fallen  on  him ;  and  as  that  loss  would  have 
occurred  in  a  voyage  not  contemplated  in  the  charter- 
party,  —  a  voyage  extending  over  a  space  and  time  differ- 
ent from  that  described  in  the  charterparty,  —  the  Plaintiff 
was  'fiiirly  entitled  to  the  benefits  of  the  voyage,  since  he 
roust  have  sustained  the  risk  and  expense  of  it,  and  the 

(a)  %  Bidst.  is%.  {e)  sB.isfP.  495  (n). 

{6)  %Fern,  aio. 

loss 
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loss  of  any  fresh  opportunity  of  employing  the  vessel 
which  might  have  presented  itself  in  the  interval  betWfBCA 
the  probable  time  for  arrival  in  London  from  Neao 
Zealand^  and  the  actual  time  of  her  arrival  after  the 
protracted  and  circuitous  voyage.  It  could  never  be 
permitted  to  the  Defendants,  a  party  in  de&ult,  to  say 
that  the  Plaintiff  should  incur  risk  in  consequence  of  such 
default,  and  yet  be  deprived  of  the  profit  if  the  risk 
should  terminate  profitably.  If  the  contract  had  been 
observed,  the  PlaintiiF  would  have  had  the  5002.  dead 
freight  plus  the  additional  earnings ;  the  Defendants 
therefore  could  not  contend  that  he  should  be  satisfied 
with  the  additional  earnings  minus  the  dead  freight. 

BeU  V.  Puller  (a)  is  not  essentially  distinguishable 
from  the  present  case.  That  was  an  action  of  debt  on 
charterparty.  PlaintiiF  let  a  ship  to  freight  to  defend- 
ants, from  London  to  Petersburg^  or  some  other  port  in 
the  Baltic^  there  to  unload  and  deliver  to  correspond^ 
ents  of  defendant;  and  plaintiflT  would  immediately 
receive  on  board  from  the  correspondents  a  full  cargo 
of  goods,  and  return  to  London  and  end  the  voyage : 
Defendants  covenanted  to  put  on  board  -at  SU  Peters* 
burg  such  return  cargo,  and  on  arrival  in  London  to 
pay  plaintifi^  for  the  freight  11/.  lis.  per  ton,  with  ten 
per  cent*  primage  to  be  paid  on  delivery:  and 
plaintifi^  covenanted,  that  if  political  or  other  cir- 
cumstances should  prevent  the  shipping  a  return  cargo 
or  discharging  the  outward  cargo,  defendants  and 
their  correspondents  should  be  at  liberty  to  detain  the 
ship  at  St.  Petersburg  forty  days ;  and  after  the  forty 
days,  without  such  outward  cargo  being  unloaded,  and 
consequently  without  the  return  cargo  being  loaded, 
plaintiff  should  be  at  liberty  to  return  to  London^  and 
on   her  arrival  defendants  would  pay  2700/.  staling^ 


(a)  %  Taunt.  985. 


with 
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with  ten  per  cent«  &c.  Breach,  that  vessel  arrived  at 
St.  Peterdmrgi  but  defendants  did  not  receive  the  home- 
ward cargo,  nor  load  any  return  cargo,  nor  direct  to 
any  other  port  in  the  Baltic;  and  that  the  ship  re- 
mained the  foi  ty  days  at  St.  Petersburg  without  un- 
loading^ and  plaintiff  returned  with  her  to  London  /  yet 
defendants  did  not  pay  the  2700/.  with  the  ten  per  cent« 
kc  Plea  of  set-off  for  money  had  and  received.  It 
was  proved  that  on  arrival  of  the  vessel  at  St.  Peters^ 
ha^j  the  state  of  the  country  was  such  tliat  the  vessel 
was  not  permitted  to  unload ;  that  the  master  applied  to 
defendant's  agents,  who  refused  to  give  directions; 
whereupon  the  master,  after  the  forty  days,  set  sail  for 
Stodkolmy  where  he  took  in  hemp,  which  he  stowed 
on  a  cargo  of  lead  brought  out,  and  received  for 
freight  on  it  2278/.  To  obtain  that  freight  the  master 
waited  at  St.  Petersburg  several  days  after  the  expir- 
idon  of  the  forty,  and  incurred  expenses.  The  jury 
gave  a  verdict  without  deduction  for  the  2700/.,  and 
Be$i  moved  that  the  verdict  might  be  reduced  by  de^ 
ducting  all  the  freight  earned  on  the  homeward  voyage. 
Mansfield  C.  J.,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  Court, 
said,  '*  Considering  this  as  a  mere  contract  to  bring 
certain  goods  to  England^  I  see  no  reason  why  the 
CBptain  may  not  earn  what  elae  he  can  by  taking  other 
goods  on  board  for  his  own  benefit." 


1830. 


Stanifortr 

V, 
hXALLm 


Wilde  Serjt,  contrdy  was  stopped  by  the  Court 


TiNDAL  C.  J.  In  this  case  the  charterparty  has 
contemplated  an  event,  on  the  happening  of  which  500/. 
was  to  be  payable  by  the  freighter  to  the  owner  of  the 
vessel;  which  event  was  the  vessel's  arriving  at  Neai 
Zealand^  and  the  agent  of  the  freighter  there  giving 
notice  that  he  had  no  cargo  to  put  on  board«     But  the 

freighter 
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freighter  also  engaged  to  find  a  return  cargo :  the  event 
provided  for  never  took  place:  the  parties,  therefor^ 
are  in  the  same  situation  as  if  the  charterparty  con<* 
tained  no  stipulation  on  the  subject,  and  this  were  an 
action  to  recover  damages  for  breach  of  a  general  con- 
tract The  arbitrator  was  of  that  opinion ;  and  after 
considering  all  the  vessel  had  earned,  he  finds  that  the 
Plaintiff  was  overpaid,  and  therefore  entitled  to  nominal 
damages  only  for  the  breach  of  covenant  It  has  been 
argued  that  the  500/.  was  payable  at  all  events ;  but, 
supposing  that  to  have  been  paid,  the  freighter  could 
not  have  been  responsible  for  further  damages ;  whereaSy 
in  the  view  the  Court  takes  of  the  case,  he  might  obtain 
much  more  if  the  ship  earned  it:  but  he  is  not  to  take 
the  contract  both  as  a  close  and  as  an  open  contract* 
The  event  which  would  have  rendered  it  a  close  con- 
tract never  took  place ;  the  contract,  therefore,  was  an 
open  or  general  contract,  on  the  breach  of  which,  as  the 
Plaintiff  sustained  no  damages,  the  verdict  was  properly 
entered  up  for  a  shilling. 


Gaselee  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  This  was  a 
contract  by  the  Defendant,  to  load  the  Plaintiff's  ship 
at  a  certain  rate  of  freit^lit ;  but  an  option  was  given  to 
the  Defendant  in  one  case,  to  relieve  himself  from  the 
undertaking  to  provide  a  freight,  and  to  pay  500/* 
instead.  But  in  order  to  have  been  let  off  for  that  sum, 
he  was  to  have  taken  a  step  which  he  has  not  taken ; 
and  as  the  contract  cannot  be  open  in  one  sense  and 
close  in  another,  unless  he  takes  that  step  he  is  liable  to 
general  damages  on  the  breach  of  it.  Unless  in  an 
event  which  has  not  taken  place,  and  on  which  the 
Plaintiff  was  to  receive  500/.  only,  the  Defendant  was  to 
find  a  return  cargo  and  to  pay  the  freight ;  he  has  failed 
to  do  that,  but  instead,   the  Plaintiff  has  got  a  much 

better 
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better  baif^ain. '  The  case  of  Bell  v.  Ptdler  is  ndt  at  1880. 

uriaDoe  with  the  present  decision,  because  there  the  "^  ^ "  '-  * 

event  iad  happened  on  which  the  Defendant  was  to  pay  ^ 

the  stipulated  sum.  Lyall. 

BosANQUET  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion.     Thb  is 
an  action  for  the  breach  of  engagements  contained  in  a 
diarter-party.     If  the  event  had  happened  on  which  the 
stipulated  damages  were  to  be  paid,  the  Plaintiff  wonid 
hive  been  entitied  to  the  sum  agreed  on ;  but  if  not,  to 
general  damages  on  the  breach  of  contract  proved.     The 
particular  event  contemplated  has  not  happened.     The 
Defendant  was  at  liberty  to  have  ended  the  voyage  at 
Jfew  Zealand^  on  giving  notice  to  the  Plaintiff's  agent 
ind  paying  500/.,  which  the  Plaintiff  was  to  have  ac- 
cepted in  lieu  of  all  other  damages ;  but  as  that  event 
never  took  plaoc^  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  sue  for 
naliquidated   damages.     It  has   been  urged  that  the 
Plaintiff  has  a  vested  right,  when  it  was  ascertained  that 
there  was  no  cargo  for  the  vessel  at  New  Zealand.     But 
it  will  be  scarcely  contended  that  his  right  to  damages 
was  confined  to  that  moment;  and  we  think,  that  under 
all  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  all  damages  incurred  previously  to  the  action ;  if  so, 
he  is   bound   to  account  for  all   advantages  obtained 
during  the  same  period.     In  calculating  the  damage,  we 
must  also  take  into  account  the  benefit  obtained.     In 
the  one  case,  the  Plaintiff  would  have  been  entitled  to 
recover  more  than  500^  if  loss  to  a  greater  amount  had 
been  sustained ;  but  if,  instead  of  incurring  loss  he  has 
made  a  profitable  voyage,  allowance  must  be  made  to 
the  Defendant  for  such  profit,  subject  to  a  verdict  for 
nominal  damages,  inasmuch  as  the  contract  has  been 
actually  broken. 


Vol.  VIL 


N 


Alderson 


178 


CASES  IN  MICHAELMAS  TERM 


1880. 


Alderson  J.  The  opinion  which  I  formed  of  thb 
case  as  arbitrator  has  not  been  changed.  I  then  viewed 
it  as  a  breach  of  contract  to  put  a  cargo  on  board  the 
Plaintiff's  vessel,  for  which  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
recover  all  the  damages  he  had  incurred. 

The  argument  for  the  Plaintiff  does  not  go  fiir  enough, 
or  it  goes  too  far.  If  he  wishes  for  the  500L  only,  it 
does  not  go  far  enough  for  his  purpose ;  if  he  asks,  in 
addition,  for  all  that  was  earned  on  the  voyage  home,  it 
goes  too  far,  for  the  500/.  was  to  be  paid  in  lieu  of  a 
cargo,  if  the  Defendant  gave  notice  to  that  effect  at  New 
Zealand.  But  when  the  captain  went  round  by  Batamoj 
he  went  at  the  risk  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  freighter. 
If  he  had  incurred  loss,  the  freighter  must  have  been 
responsible,  but  as  there  was  a  clear  profit,  the  Plaintiff 
is  only  entitled  to  nominal  damages  for  the  breach  of 
contract. 

Rule  discharged. 


Nov*  49* 


Matthew  Bearpark  v.  Hutchinson  and 

Mary  his  Wife. 


A  rent-charge 
pur  autre  vie^ 
if  grantee  dies 
living  cestui 
que  vie,  goes 
to  grantee's 
executor, 
though  not 
named  in  the 
grant* 


T>EPLEVIN  for  taking  cattle,  &c.  The  Defend- 
ants  avowed  that  the  Plaintiff  being  seised  for 
life,  and  Dixon  Bearpark  having  the  reversion  in 
fee  of  the  premises  in  which,  &c.  conveyed  them  by 
indentures  of  lease  and  release,  to  Lupton  Topham^  upon 
trust  to  permit  and  suffer  the  said  Dixon  Bearpark 
to  receive  and  take  thereout  one  clear  annuity  or  yearly 
rent-charge  of  60/.  a  year,  by  equal  half-yearly  payments, 
that  is  to  say,  on  the  6th  day  of  Aprils  and  the  10th 
day  of  October^  in  every  year  during  the  life  of  the  said 
Plaintiff;  the  first  half-yearly  payment  to  commence  and 

to 


iir  THE  First  Year  of  WILLIAM  IV.  179 

lobeiimde  on  the  iOth   day  ot  April  next  ensuing        1830. 
the  date  of  the  said  indenture ;  and  subject  to  the  said     «         '^ 
mnoity  or  yearly  rent-charge,  to  the  use  of  the  said  ,,. 

Plaintiff  and  his  assigns,  for  and  during  the  term  of  his  Hutchinsok. 
natural  life,  without  impeachment  of  waste,  and  from 
and  after  the  determination  of  that^estate  by  forfeiture  or 
odierwise  in  his  life-time,  to  the  use  of  the  said  LupUm 
Tophamj  his  heirs  and  assigns,  upon  trust  to  support 
the  contingent  trust  estates  thereinafter  limited,  and  by 
the  usual  ways  and  means  to  preserve  the  same  from 
being  defeated  or  destroyed,  but  nevertheless  to  permit 
and  suffer  the  said  Plaintiff  and  his  assigns,  to  receive 
and  take  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  thereof,  for  and 
daring  the  term  of  his  natural  life,  for  his  and  their  own 
proper  use  and  benefit.  (Then  followed  limitations  in 
remainder  to  Dixon  Bearpar/c  for  life,  and  his  children 
in  succession.)  And  it  was  by  the  said  last-mentioned 
indenture  expressly  provided  amongst  other  things  that 
if  the  annuity  or  yearly  rent-charge  of  60/.  should  be 
behind  or  unpaid  by  the  space  of  twenty-eight  days  next 
after  either  of  the  said  days  of  payment,  then  it  should  be 
lawful  for  the  said  Z).  Bearparh^  and  his  assigns,  to  enter 
upon  the  said  dwelling  house  and  closes  in  which,  &c., 
(ukI  the  cattle  and  goods,  &c.  there  found,  to  distrain 
and  carry  away,  impound  or  otherwise  to  sell  and  dis- 
pose of  according  to  law,  till  the  annuity  should  be  paid. 
By  means  whereof,  the  said  Dixon  Bempark  became  and 
^as  seised  of  and  in  the  said  yearly  rent- charge  of  60/. 
for  the  term  of  the  natural  life  of  the  said  Plaintiff. 

And  the  said  Defendants  further  said,  that  the  said 
^'Bearpark  on  the  10th  day  of  Februayi^  1824,  to  wit, 
^&c.,  departed  this  life  without  having  assigned  over 
^  parted  with  the  said  rent-charge,  after  the  death  of 
Itim  the  said  Dixon  Bearpark^  so  accruing  as  aforesaid 
^ring  the  life  of  the  said  Matthex  Bearparks  and  that 
^fter  the  death   of  the  said  Dixon  Bcarpark,  admi- 

N  2  nistration 
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18S0.        nistration  of  all  and  singular  the  good»  and  chattels^ 

1     '^         rifi^its   and   credits  which  were  of  the  said  D.  Bear" 
Bearfabk        ^ 

V.  parky   who   died   intCKtate,    in    due   form    of   law  was' 

granted  to  the  said  Defendant,  Mary.  By  means  of 
which  said  premises,  the  said  Defendants,  in  right  of 
the  said  Mary^  as  administratrix  as  aforesaid,  became 
and  were  seised  of  the  said  rent-charge  for  the  term 
of  the  natural  life  of  the  said  Plaintiff;  and  because 
S60/.  of  the  said  rent-charge  (after  the  death  of  the 
said  Z).  Bearparkj  and  after  the  making  the  said  last 
mentioned  indenture,  and  the  said  Plaintiff  being  living 
and  in  full  life),  for  six  years  ending  on  the  6th  day  of 
April  in  the  year  aforesaid,  become  due,  owing  and  in 
arrear  to  the  said  Defendants^  and  because  the  said  last 
mentioned  arrears  of  the  said  rent-charge  were  and  re- 
mained behind  and  unpaid  by  the  space  of  twenty-eight 
days  next  after  the  respective  days  of  payment  thereof^ 
and  from  thence  until  and  at  the  said  time  when,  &c. 
were  in  arrear  and  unpaid  to  the  said  Defendants,  they 
avowed  the  taking  of  the  said  cattle,  goods,  and  chat- 
tels, in  the  said  dwelling  house,  and  closes  respectively, 
in  which,  &c.  and  justly,  &c.  for  and  in  the  name  of  a 
distress  for  the  said  arrears  of  the  said  rent-charge* 

The  Plaintiff  pleaded  that  before  any  part  of  the 
rent-charge,  mentioned  in  the  avowry,  became  due, 
Dixon  Bearpark  died. 

Demurrer  inde,  and  joinder. 

Wilde  Seijt.  in  support  of  the  demurrer* 
Dixon  Bearpark^  the  gi*antee  of  the  rent-charge  pur 
autre  vie,  being  dead,  living  the  cestui  que  vie,  the  rent 
does  not  expire  or  go  to  the  heir  of  the  grantee  as  a 
descendible  freehold,  but  belongs  to  the  avowants,  as  ad- 
ministrators o(  Dixon  Bearpark,  by  virtue  of  the  statute 
29  Car,  2.  c,  3.  s.  12.,  which  is  as  follows :  —  "  And  for 
the  amendment  of  the  law  in  the  particulars  following, 

be 


Hutchinson. 


IK  THE  FiKST  Year  of  WILLIAM  IV.  181 

be  it  enacted,  that  from  henceforth  any  estate  'pur  autre        1830. 

wV  shall  be  devisable  by  a  will  in  writing,  signed  by  the      1.     '^  -  ' 

party  devising  the  same,  or  by  some  other  person  in  v. 

bis  presence  and  by  his  express  directions,  attested  and 

subscribed  in  the  presence  of  the  devisor  by  three  or 

more  witnesses ;  and  if  no  such  devise  thereof  be  made, 

the  same  shall  be  chargeable  in  the  hands  of  the  heir,  if 

it  shall  come  to  him  by  reason  of  a  special  occupancy  as 

assets  by  descent,  as  in  the  case  of  lands  in  fee- simple; 

and  in  case  there  be  no  special  occupant  thereof,  it  shall 

go  to  the  executors  or  administrators  of  the  party  that 

had  the  estate  thereof,  by  virtue  of  the  grant,  and  shall 

be  assets  in  their  hands.*' 

It  will  be  urged  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff,  that  the 
statute  applies  only  to  estates  of  which  there  can  be  an 
occupancy :  that  there  can  be  no  occupancy  of  a  rent- 
charge;  and  that,  therefore,  the  rent  expires. 

But  first,  the  statute  enacts  that  all  estates  'pur  autre 
"i^  without  distinction,  shall  be  devisable.  It  is  clear, 
therefore,  that  this  rent-charge  might  have  been  devised, 
whether  susceptible  of  occupancy  or  not,  2  Bac.  Abn 
^Aote  for  lAfe  and  Occupancy^  (B);  and  if  devisable, 
It  seems  also  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  that  it 
should  go  to  administrators  as  assets  for  distribution : 
otherwise  the  statute  would  merely  enable  an  insolvent 
^tor  to  cheat  his  creditors,  by  devising  the  rent* 
charge  away.  For  it  is  clear,  that  if  devised,  it  is  liable 
to  the  creditors  as  assets :   Westfaling  v.  Westfaling.  {a) 

In  Rawlinson  v.  Duchess  of  Montague  and  Others  {b\ 
lord  Keeper  Harcourt  lays  it  down,  "  If,  since  that 
statute,  a  rent  be  granted  to  A.  for  the  life  of  B.,  and 
'^*  die  leaving  J3.,  A.'s  executors  or  administrators 
shall  have  it  during  the  life  of  B,,  for  the  statute  is  not 
^ly  made  to  prevent  the  inconvenience  of  scrambling 

(«}  3  Mi.  460.  (6)  3  P.  Wms.  264  n. 

N  3  for 
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1830.       for  estates,  and  getting   the  first  possession  after  the 

*      '      '      death  of  the  grantee,  but  likewise  for  preserving  and 

V.  continuing  the  estate  during  the  life  of  the  cestui  que  vie  ; 

HuTCHiNBOK.  gjjj  j^  jg  reasonable,  since  the  grantee  might  by  deed 

have  disposed  of  the  rent  during  the  life  of  the  cestui  que 
vie^  that  though,  by  his  dying  without  having  made  any 
such  disposition  in  nicety  of  law  this  estate  would  have 
determined,  yet,  by  the  statute,  that  interest  which 
passed  from  the  grantor  ought  to  be  preserved,  and  shall 
go  to  the  executors  or  administrators  of  tlie  grantee 
during  the  life  of  the  cestui  que  vie.  And  the  statute  in 
this  case  does  not  enlarge,  but  only  preserve,  the  estate 
of  the  grantee." 

But  in  the  ordinary  acceptation  of  the  term,  there 
may  be  a  special  occupant  of  a  rent-charge*  Special 
occupancy  bears  no  relation  to  general  or  actual  occu« 
pancy ;  it  means  only  a  capability  of  enjoyment,  and 
the  expression  is  adopted  by  the  statute  as  a  term  known 
to  the  law.  Lord  Coke  says  (a),  that  both  in  annuities, 
and  in  any  other  thing  that  lieth  in  grant,  the  heir  shall 
take  to  prevent  an  occupant.  And  in  Hassell  y.  Gote- 
thwaite  (i),  PVilles  C.  J.  says,  "  The  law,  therefore,  be- 
fore the  statutes  seems  to  be  clear  that  there  could 
be  no  general  occupant  of  a  rent,  and  for  this  reason, 
because  there  can  be  no  entry  on  a  rent  according  to 
the  rule  laid  down  in  Co.  Lit,  41.,  that  there  can  be  no 
general  occupant  of  any  thing  that  lies  in  grant.  But 
the  books  seem  to  agree  that  the  heir  might  be  a 
special  occupant  of  a  rent,  though  not  properly  called 
an  occupant,  but  rather  a  person  who  takes  by  the 
express  words  of  the  grant,  and  therefore  may  most 
properly  be  called  a  special  grantee  or  assignee.^ 
In  Doe  v.  Luxton  (r),  Lord  Kenyon  says,  that  the  heir 
of  the  grantee  of  an  estate  pur  autre  vie,  to  him  and  his 
heirs  will  take  as  special  occupant ;  a  principle  which  is 

(a)  C§.  Utt.  388  a.         {b)  miles,  505.  (r)   6  T.  R.  %^%. 

confirmed 
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oonfinned  by  Lord  EUbn  in  BipLey  v.  Watertx>orth{a\        1830. 
where  all  the  cases  are  collected.     To  the  same  effect  is     „     ' 
SfioflL-ifir.  151.(G)  pi.  2.,  cited  by  Lord  Hardwicke  v. 

in  WestfaUng  v.  fVesf/aling.  So  in  Kendal  v.  Mic^  Hutchinwn. 
fdld{b\i  a  nominee  of  a  rent-charge  pur  cadre  vief  after 
the  death  of  tbe  grantee,  is  styled  a  special  occupant. 
It  is  true  that  Blackstotie  has  expressed  some  doubt  on 
tbe  point  in  2  Comm.  259.  But  that  doubt  is  opposed 
by  Professor  JVooddesson  /  and  in  2  Sand,  on  Uses, 
^.  D.  it  is  said,  that  where  a  rent-charge  pur  autre  vie 

• 

^  granted  to  one  and  his  heirs,  the  heir  takes  as  quad 
special  occupant,  {c) 

Goulbum  Serjt.  contrd.     The  rent  expired   on   the 
^th  of  the  parties ;  for  the  statute  29  Car.  2.  applies 
only  to  estates  of  which  there  can  be  an  occupancy, 
**^  there  can  be  no  occupancy  of  a  rent-charge. 

Xhis  was  established  by  many  authorities  before  the 
tetute,  and  the  statute  has  not  altered  the  nature  of 
^^tatesy  although  it  has  altered  their  distribution. 

In  Hoiden  v.  SmaUbrook  {d\  it  was  decided  that  if  a 
i^snt  be  granted  to  A.  during  the  life  of  B.^  and  A.  die, 
Irving  A,  the  rent  is  determined ;  because,  ^^  no  occu- 
piUit  ooold  be  of  it"    In  Cra^mlei/s  case  {e)  it  was  agreed, 
db^re  cannot  be  an  occupancy  of  a  rent.    So  in  Salter  v. 
^^'^^[g)l   even  though  executors  and  administrators 
^■^«Te  named  in  the  grant.    So,  Vin,  Abr.  Occupant^  (C). 
^  .fioc.  Abr.  (B).    Estate  for  Life  and  Occupancy.     And 
^1^^«  reason  is,  that  rent,  as  being  incorporeal,  is  incap- 
able of  occupancy.    There  can  be  no  entry  on  a  rent.  (A) 


\ 


a)  7^j.jun.  425.  {d)  Faugh.  if)<). 

h)  IS  Fin.  Abr.  Mortgage^  (e)  Cro.  E/iz.  721. 

7*  (O).     s  Bamardist.  46.  {g)    Id.   901.       Moor.    664* 

(()  See  alio  IFatk.  Princip.  Faugb.  aoo. 

Co«ti.  p.  69.     Of  Estates  pur  {b)  fFiiies,  505. 
**«*«  vie9  and  Bjtbe«wood*s  edi- 
tion o£  Nofe*j  Maxims. 

N  4  Lord 
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1830.        Lord  Coke  defines  title  by  occupancy  as  follows:    '*  If 
the  lessee  pttr  autre  vie  dieth,  living  cestui  que  vie^  he 
that  first  entei'eth  shall  hold  the  land  during  that  other 
Hutchinson,  man's  life,  and  is  in  law  called  an  occupant^  because  bis 

title  is  by  his  first  occupation  (a) :"  and  the  same  definition 
is  given  in  Viner^s  and  Bacon* s  Abridgments.  It  is  true  that 
Mr.  Butler {b)  says,  that  '^  if  heirs  are  named  in  the  grant, 
they  shall  take:"  they  take,  however,  not  as  special 
occupants,  but  a  descendible  freehold,  and  the  position 
in  Lit.  s.  739.  on  which  Mr.  Butler's  opinion  rests, 
begins  with  an  "  on  dit "  and  ends  with  a  "  quaere** (c) 
And  in  Doe  v.  Martin  (rf),  De  Grey  C.  J.  says,  "  The 
term  special  occupant  is  in  such  cases  a  very  forced  and 
improper  phrase,  and  I  think  there  is  great  weight  in 
what  is  said  by  Vaughan  (201  •},  that  the  heir  takes  it  as 
a  descendible  freehold."  Indeed  the  heir  takes,  whe- 
ther named  or  not,  even  where  executors  are  named. 
St»  JohCs  College  v.  Fleming,  {e)  i 

Then,  has  the  statute,  which  applies  only  to  estates 
whereof  there  can  be  an  occupancy,  made  that  capable 
of  occupancy  which  was  incapable  before?  Blackstone 
says  (g),  '^  As  by  the  common  law  no  occupancy  could 
be  of  incorporeal  hereditaments,  as  of  rents,  tithes,  ad- 
vowsons,  commons,  or  the  like^  (because  with  respect  of 
them,  there  could  be  no  actual  entry  made,  or  corporal 
seisin  had,  and  therefore  by  the  death  of  the  grantee 
pur  autre  vie  a  grant  of  such  hereditaments  was  entirely 
determined,)  so  now  I  apprehend,  notwithstanding  these 
statutes,  such  grant  would  be  determined  likewise." 
What  Lord  Keeper  Harcourt  said,  is  stated  in  the 
report  not  to  have  been  the  point  in  the  case.     The 

(a)  Co.  Lit.  4Z  h.  .{d)  %  BL  Rep.  1150. 

{h)  In  note  3  to  Co.  Lit.  41  ^.  (^  j   4  Fern.  $%o. 

(c)  But  Coke  in  the  comment-  {g)  %  Bl.  Com.  2599  460. 

ary   on    the   passage^   says   the 
case  is  without  question. 

same 
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same  observation  applies  to  the  passage  in  fVilles,  and        1830. 
JBamardiston  is  a  book  of  no  authority.     But  copy-     L^~-   -^ 
lioldsy  which  Lord  HaU  in  his  MSS.  (a)  couples  with  v. 

xents,  have  been  holden  not  to  be  within  the  statute,  {b) 
^Zouch  V.  Fane  {c\  Doe  v.  Martin  {d\  Smartle  v.  Peiv- 
iaUaw.  {e) 

But  at  all  events  the  avowants  had  no  right  to  dis- 
train; the  power  of  distress  being  given  only  to  the 
grantee  and  his  assigns;  not  to  his  executor.  A  power 
of  distress  for  a  rent-charge  is  strictly  construed,  so 
rooch  so,  that  heu*s  cannot  distrain  unless  named  in  the 
gnuit.(g) 

WUde  in  reply.  As  to  the  power  of  distress,  it  was 
clearly  the  intention  of  the  parties  that  it  should  con- 
tinue as  long  as  the  rent-charge,  viz.  during  the  life  of 
Matthew  Bearpark. 

The  statute  is  remedial,  and  must  be  construed 
liberally ;  and  in  order  to  carry  the  whole  clause  con- 
sistently into  efiect,  it  must  be  taken  that  the  expression 
^  special  occupant"  was  used  rather  in  its  common  ac- 
ceptation, than  with  any  reference  to  its  strict  technical 
meanings  as  derived  from  feudal  institutions.  No  answer 
has  been  attempted  to  the  argument  deduced  from 
the  first  part  of  the  clause  which  makes  M  estates 
JBMT  OMitre  vie  devisable,  whether  capable  of  occupation 
or  not. 

Cur.  adv.  vult^ 

TiNDAi«  C.  J.  The  point  raised  upon  the  pleadings 
in  this  cause,  for  the  consideration  of  the  court,  is  this» 

[a)  Biaier^B  note    3  to  Co.  {J)  %  BL  Rep.  1150. 

ZJt.  Ai  b.  (e)    X  Salk.  i88.     6  Mod.  63. 

{b)  Holt  C.  J.  %  Ld,  Raymd^  (g)  Co.  Lit.  14 7  b-     Bradlj 

Xcoc  on  Dijtr.  %2. 

(c)  7  Eojtt  x86. 

Whether, 
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18S0*  Whether,  if  a  rent-charge  be  granted  to  a  man.durinf^ 
the  life  of  another,  and  the  grantee  dies  during  the  life 
of  cestui  que  vie,  the  right  to  the  rent-charge  vests  in 
Hutchinson,  ^y^^  personal  representative  of  the  grantee  ? 

At  common  law,  before  the  statute  19  Car.  2.  c.  3.  it 
seems  to  be  the  better  opinion,  that  such  a  rent-charge 
would  have  determined  by  the  death  of  the  grantee ;  be- 
cause there  is  no  one  to  take  under  the  grant  (a)  But 
the  question  is.  Whether,  since  the  statute  above  referred 
to,  the  executor  of  the  grantee  cannot  make  title  to  the 
rent-charge  during  the  continuance  of  the  life  of  cestui 
que  vie. 

The  fifteenth  section  of  that  statute  enacts  that,^  the 
amendment  of  the  law  in  the  particulars  following,  from 
thenceforth  any  estate  pur  autre  vie  shall  be  devisable 
by  a  will  in  writing,  executed  as  therein  mentioned ;  and 
if  no  such  devise  thereof  be  made,  the  same  shall  be 
chargeable  in  the  hands  of  the  heir,  if  it  shall  come  to 
him  by  reason  of  special  occupancy,  as  assets  by  descent, 
as  in  case  of  lands  in  fee  simple ;  and  in  case  there  be  no 
special  occupant  thereof,  it  shall  go  to  the  executors  or 
administrators  of  the  party  that  had  the  estate  thereof 
by  virtue  of  the  grant,  and  shall  be  assets  in  their 
hands. 

The  clause  in  question  is  expressly  passed  for  the 
amendment  qfttie  law  ;  denoting  by  that  expression,  that 
there  was  some  general  inconvenience  in  the  law  as  it 
then  stood,  with  respect  to  the  estate  of  tenant  pur  autre 
vie.  The  clause,  therefore,  is  to  receive  a  liberal  con- 
struction ;  and  the  provisions  of  the  act  are  to  be  ex- 
tended as  far  as  the  words  of  die  act  will  admit,  to  every 
case  where  the  subject  matter  of  the  clause  calls  for  a 
remedy. 

The  clause  contains  two  provisions;  one  declaring 

(a)  Salk.  i88.     Faugh.  199. 

estates 
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estates  pur  autre  vie  to  be  devisable ;  the  other,  making        18S0. 
them  assets  in  the  hands  of  the  heir,  or  the  executors  or      ^'    -  -  ^ 

,      .     .  B14RFABK 

administrators.  p. 

With  respect  to  the  first  provision,  it  declares  an^  Hutchimsok. 
estate  pur  autre  vie  to  be  devisable.  It  will  be  im- 
possiUe  to  contend  that  the  grantee  of  a  rent-charge 
pur  autre  vie  had  not  an  estate  pur  autre  vie  in  the  rent- 
chai^ge,  or  that  the  inconvenience  of  such  grantee  being 
tiDable  to  devise  his  interest,  is  not  as  great  as  that  of 
the  tenant  J9ttr  autre  vie  in  lands.  It  must  be  conceded^ 
therefore,  that  an  estate  pur  autre  vie  in  a  rent-charge, 
&Ils  within  the  first  branch  of  the  section,  and  is  de- 
visable. But  if  it  is  comprehended  within  the  first 
branch,  it  is  extremely  difficult  to  put  any  construction 
OD  the  second  branch,  so  as  to  exclude  it  from  that 
also ;  for  the  section  goes  on  thus :  —  ^^  And  if  no  such 
devise  thereof  be  made,  the  same  shall  be  charge- 
able, &€•;"  evidently  intending  that  the  second  branch 
of  the  section  shall  be  as  comprehensive  as  the  first,  and 
shall  relate  precisely  to  the  same  subject  matter.  And  if 
this  be  the  just  construction,  the  second  branch  would 
govern  estates  pur  autre  vie  in  rents,  as  well  as  in  any 
lands  or  tenements,  and  such  estates  would  pass  to  the 
personal  representative  of  the  grantee,  where  the  heirs 
are  not  named  in  the  grant. 

The  argument  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff  is,  that  the 
second  part  of  the  section  is  not  to  be  applied  to  all 
estates  pur  autre  vie  ;  but  that  it  is  limited  and  restrained 
to  such  estates  as  were  capable,  before  the  statute,  of 
occupancy ;  and  that  as  there  could  be  no  occupant  of  a 
rent-charge,  inasmuch  as  it  lay  only  in  grant,  and  was 
not  capable  of  actual  possession,  so  such  estate  was  not 
within  the  statute. 

It  may  certainly  be  conceded  that  there  could  .pot  be 
any  general  occupant  of  a  rent,  for  the  reasons  above 
assigned.     That  is,  if  the  rent  were  granted  precisely  as 

in 


Hutchinson. 


188  CASES  IN  MICHAELMAS  TERM 

1830.        in  the  present  case,  without  any  mention  of  heirs,  that 
«     -  '         no  stranger  could  claim  the  enjoyment  of  it  {a) ;  but  it 
V.  is  laid  down  by  Lord  Coke^  and  supported  by  other 

authorities,  that  both  in  annuities,  and  in  any  other  thing 
that  lieth  in  grant,  there  may  be  a  special  occupant.  (6) 

Now  whether  the  expression  special  occupant  is  strictly 
proper,  or  is  used  by  way  of  analogy  only,  as  descrip- 
tive of  the  person,  not  who  should  occupy  or  enter  upon, 
but  who  should  receive  or  take  rent,  is  immaterial ;  it  is 
enough  to  say,  the  special  occupant  of  rent  was  a  legal 
phrase,  known  and  in  use  long  before  and  at  the  time 
the  statute  of  frauds  was  passed.  Even  Vaughan  C.  J. 
when  arguing  that  the  rent  determines  on  the  death  of 
the  grantee,  uses  the  expression,  ^^That  if  rent  be 
granted  to  a  man  and  his  heirs  during  another's  life,  the 
heirs  shall  have  it,  not  as  a  special  occupant  (as  the 
common  expression  is),  but  as  a  descendible  freehold," 
thereby  admitting  the  phrase  of  a  special  occupant  of 
rent,  to  be  one  in  common  use  and  possessing  a  known 
meaning. 

But  the  limitation  or  restriction  in  the  statute,  applies 
only  to  such  estates  whereof  there  could  by  law  be  a 
special  occupant.  ^^  In  case  there  be  no  special  occupant 
thereof,"  says  the  statute,  ^^  then  it  shall  go  to  the  ex- 
ecutors or  administrators  of  the  party  who  take  the 
estate  by  the  grant"  The  sounder  construction  of  the 
second  branch  of  the  section,  is,  therefore,  to  make  it 
include  the  grantees  of  rents,  as  such  estates  were  held, 
in  common  parlance  to  be  the  subject  of  special  occu" 
pancy  /  and  this  is,  at  the  same  time,  more  consonant  to 
the  construction  of  the  whole  section,  which  seems  to 
require  that  the  same  subject  matter  as  is  made  devisable, 
should  also  be  made  to  vest  in  the  personal  represent- 
ee) Co,  Lit.  41  b.       {b)  Co.  Lit,  388  a,  Moore,  664.   WilUs^sos* 

atives, 
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ativesy  if  not  devised,  and  if  no  special  occupant  is  named        1830. 

in  the  original  grant.    And  this  interpretation  of  the  act, 

if  it  can  be  drawn  from  the  words,  is  evidently  more 

consistent  with  the  spirit  and  intention  of  the  statute;    Hotchikbon. 

for  if  it  was  inconvenient  in  the  case  of  tenancy  jnir  autre 

vie  in  land,  that  a  stranger  might  enter  and  enjoy  it 

upon  the  death  of  the  tenant,  living  cestui  que  vie  s  it 

was  equally  inconvenient,  that  in  case  of  a  grant  of  rent, 

upon  the  death  of  the  grantee,  being  cestui  que  tvV,  the 

tenant  of  the  land  should  continue  to  hold  it  without 

paying  the  rent  to  any  one. 

We  think,  therefore,  the  present  case  is  governed  by 
the  statute;  and  our  opinion  is  confirmed  by  the  de- 
cision of  Lord  Keeper  Harcourty  in  the  case  of  SawlifP' 
um  V.  Duchess  of  Montague  and  Others  (a),  and  of  Lord 
Chief  Justice  Willes,  in  WiUes'  Rep.  505. 

With  respect  to  the  second  objection  taken  in  the 
argument  as  to  the  power  of  distress,  it  becomes  unneces- 
sary to  consider  it,  as  the  terms  of  the  grant  continue 
that  power  during  the  life  of  cestui  que  vie. 

On  tiie  whole  we  give  judgment  for  the  Defendants. 

Judgment  for  Defendants. 

{a)  3  P.  ffms.  %64  n. 
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18  SO. 


(IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER.) 

Nov.%^.  Newberry  and  Another  v.  Colvin  and 

Benson. 

The  owner  of  f^ASE  against  Newberry  and  another,  the  Defendants 

a  fhip,  by  an  below,  as  the  owners  of  the  ship  Benson^  for  the 

*"ued™*"h   -  '^^^  ^^  goods  shipped  by  the  Plaintiffs  in  India  to  be 

ter-party,  ap-  conveyed  to  England. 

pointed  G.  B.  'pjjg  fi^st  count  of  the  declaration  alleged,  that  the 

mand,  and  Defendants,  before  and  on  the  11th  day  of  March  1817, 

agreed  that  were  owners  of  the  Benson,  whereof  one  George  Be^ 

i '  'ru°!!  .  tham  then  was  master,  and  which  ship  or  vessel  was 
be  at  liberty  to  \  ^ 

receive  on  then  riding  at  anchor  in  parts  beyond  the  seas,  to  wit, 
board  a  cargo  ;„  the  river  Hooghly  in  the  Bast  Indies,  and  bound  on  a 
goods,  (rewrv-  voyage  from  thence  to  the  port  of  London  ;  and  that  the 

ing  ICO  tons  to  Defendants  no  being  owners  of  the  ship  or  vessel  as 
be  laden  for 

account  of  the  owner),  and  proceed  therewith  to  Calcutta,  and  there  reload  the  ship  with 
a  cargo  of  East  India  produce,  and  return  therewith  to  London  ;  and  upon  her  arrival 
there  and  discharge,  the  intended  voyage  and  service  should  end ;  and  the  owner 
further  agreed,  that  a  complement  of  thirty-five  men  should,  if  possible,  he  kept  up  ; 
that  he  would  supply  the  ship  with  stores,  and  that  she  might  be  retained  in  the  said 
service  t\^elve  months,  or  so  much  longer  as  was  necessary  to  complete  the  voyage  ; 
in  consideration  of  which  G.  B,  agreed  to  take  the  command,  and  receive  the  ship 
into  his  service  for  twelve  months  certain,  and  such  longer  time  as  might  be  necessary 
to  complete  the  voyage,  and  pay  to  the  owner  for  the  use  and  hire  of  the  ship  after 
the  the  rate  of  25J.  per  ton  per  month,  of  whirh  1000/.  was  to  be  paid  on  the  execu- 
tion of  the  charter-party.  And  it  wat  further  agreed  that  G,  B,  should  remit  all  freight 
biUsfor  the  homeward  cargo  to  B.B.  and  Co  in  London,  who  should  hold  them  as 
jont  trustees  for  the  owner  and  G»  B. :  that  they  should  be  applied  to  payment  of  the 
balance  of  freight  due  from  G.  B,,  and  the  surplus,  if  any,  be  handed  over  to  him. 
It  was  then  provided,  that  the  owner  should  have  an  agent  on  board,  who  was  to 
have  the  sole  management  of  the  ship's  stores,  and  power  to  displace  G,  B.  for 
breach  of  any  covenant  in  the  charter-party,  and  appoint  another  commander.  C. 
and  Co.,  in  Calcutta,  having  knowledge  of  this  instrument,  shipped  goods  on  board 
the  vessel  for  London,  which  were  never  delivered  there :  Held,  that  they  could 
not  recover  against  the  owner. 

aforesaid, 
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aforesaid,  die  Plaintiffs  on,  &c.  in  the  river  Hoqghly  afore- 
said, shipped  and  loaded,  and  caused  to  be  shipped  and 
loaded,  in  and  on  board  of  the  said  ship  or  vessel,  whereof 
the  said  George  Betham  then  was  master,  divers  goods 
and  merchandizes,  to  wit,  2171  bags  of  sugar,  and  191 
chests  of  indigo,  of  them  the  Plaintiffs,  then  being  in 
good  order  and  well  conditioned,  and  of  a  large  value, 
to  wit,  of  the  value  of  20,000/.  of  lawful  money  of  Great 
Britain^  to  be  taken  care  of,  and  safely  and  securely 
carried  and  conveyed  in  and  on  board  of  the  said  ship 
or  vessel  from  the  river  HoogMy  aforesaid,  to  the  port 
of  London  aforesaid,  and  there,  to  wit,  at  the  port  of 
London  aforesaid,  to  be  safely  and  securely  delivered  in 
the  like  good  order  and  well  conditioned,  to  certain 
persons  commonly  called  and  known  by  the  name,  and 
using  the  style  and  firm  of  Messrs.  Bazett^  Farqtiharj 
Cranofordj  and  Company,  or  to  their  assigns,  (the  act  of 
God,  the  king's  enemies,  fire,  and  all  and  every  other 
dangers  and  accidents  of  the  seas,  rivers,  and  navigation 
of  whatever  nature  and  kind  soever,  excepted,)  for 
certain  freight  and  reward,  payable  by  bills  in  that 
behalf;  and  although  the  said  goods  and  merchandizes 
were  then  and  there  had  and  received  by  the  said  George 
Betham^  so  being  master  of  the  said  ship  or  vessel  afore- 
said, in  and  on  board  of  the  said  ship  or  vessel  in  the 
river  Hooghly  aforesaid,  to  be  carried,  conveyed,  and 
delivered  as  aforesaid,  yet  the  Defendants,  so  being 
owners  of  the  said  ship  or  vessel  as  aforesaid,  not  re- 
garding their  duty  as  such  owners,  but  neglecting  the 
same,  and  contriving,  and  wrongfully  and  unjustly  in- 
tending to  injure  the  Plaintiff's  in  this  behalf,  did  not, 
nor  would,  take  care  of,  and  safely  or  securely  carry  or 
convey  the  said  goods  or  merchandizes,  or  cause  the 
same  to  be  carried  and  conveyed  in  or  on  board  of  the 
said  ship  or  vessel,  or  otherwise,  from  the  river  Hooghly 

aforesaid, 
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aForesaid,  to  the  port  oF  London  aforesaid,  nor  there,  to 
wit,  at  the  port  of  London  aforesaid,  safely  or  securely 
deliver  the  same,  or  cause  the  same  to  be  delivered  to 
Messrs.  Bazettj  Farquhar,  Crawford,  and  Company,  or 
to  their  assigns,  although  the  Defendants  were  not  pre- 
vented from  so  doing  by  the  act  of  God,  the  king's  ene- 
mies, fire,  or  other  dangers,  or  accidents  of  the  seas,  rivers, 
or  navigation  of  any  nature  or  kind  soever ;  but  on  the 
contrary  thereof,  they,  the  Defendants,  so  being  owners 
of  the   said   ship   or   vessel   aforesaid,   so   improperly 
behaved  and  conducted  themselves,  with  respect  to  the 
said  goods  and  merchandizes,  that  by  and  through  the 
mere  carelessness,  negligence,  misconduct,  and  default  of 
the  Defendants  and  their  servants,  in  this  behalf  a  great 
part  of  the  said  goods  and  merchandizes  being  of  great 
value,  to  wit,  of  the  value  of  10,000/.  of  the  like  lawful 
money,  became  and  was  wholly  lost  to  the  Plaintiffs; 
and,  also,  thereby  the  residue  of  the  said  goods  and 
merchandizes,  being  of  great  value,  to  wit,  of  the  value 
of   10,000/.   of  like   lawful    money,    became  and    was 
greatly   damaged,  lessened  in  value,  and  spoiled,  and 
tlie  Plaintiffs  lost  and  were  deprived   of  divers  great 
gains  and  profits,   which   might  and  would  otherwise 
have  arisen  and  accrued  to  them  from  the  sale  thereof, 
to  wit,  at  London  aforesaid. 

The  Defendants  pleaded  the  general  issue. 

At  the  trial  before  Lord  Tenterden  C.  J.,  at  the  Zron- 
do7i  sittings  after  Michaelmas  term  1826,  a  special 
verdict  was  found,  in  substance  as  follows :  —  On  the 
11th  of  March  1817,  the  Plaintiffs  shipped  on  board 
the  ship  Benson^  near  Calcutta^  in  the  East  Indies^ 
2171  bags  of  sugar,  and  191  chests  of  indigo,  then 
being  in  good  order,  and  well  conditioned,  for  which 
the  following  bill  of  lading  was  signed  by  George 
Belham,  then  being  the  master  of  the  said  ship,  under 

the 
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Hie  circumstances    hereinafter   mentioned :-— <<  Ship 

ped,  by  the  grace  of  God,   in  good  order  and  well 

anditionedy  by  Messrs.  CohiUf  Bazett^  and  Company, 

ID  and  upon  the  good  ship  called  the  Benson^  whereoF 

is  master^  under  Ood,  for  this  present  voyage,  George 

Bdham^  now  riding  at  -anchor  in  the  river  HoogUyi 

md  by  God^s  grace  bound  for  London^  to  say,  2171 

bags  of  sugar,  and  191  chests  of  indigc^  being  marked 

and  numbered  as  in  the  margin ;  and  are  to  be  delivered 

in  the  like  good  order,  and  well  conditioned,  at  the 

aforesaid  port  of  Ixmdon^  the  act  of  God,  the  king's 

enemies^  fire,  and  all  and  every  other  dangers  and  acci-* 

dats  of  the  seas,  rivers,  and  navigation,  of  whatever 

nature  and  kind  soever  excepted,  unto  Messrs.  Bazeti^ 

Farquhar,  Crcemfbrdy  and  Company,  or  to  their  assigns ; 

fidght  for  the  said  goods  being  paid  by  bills." 

G.  Beiham  received  the  said  goods  on  board  the  said 
ship  in  the  river  Hw^hly^  to  be  carried  and  conveyed 
aooording  to  the  bill  of  lading.  At  the  time  of  the  said 
goods  being  so  shipped  and  received,  and  the  said  bill 
of  lading  signed^  and  before  that  time,  the  Defendants 
Were  the  owners  of  the  said  ship ;  and  before  the  said 
ship  flailed  to  the  East  Indies^  and  whilst  they  were  such 
oimers,  the  following  charter-party,  bearing  date  the 
7th  of  June  1816,  was  executed  by  the  Defendant 
Thomas  'Starling  Benson^  who  was  then  the  managing 
owner  of  the  ship,  and  acting  on  behalf  of  himself 
and  the  other  owner  of  the  ship  on  the  one  part, 
and  G*  Betham  of  the  other  part,  for  the  said  ship 
Benson:  — 

'*  This  charter-party  of  affreightment,  made  and 
concluded  in  London  the  7th  of  June  1816,  between 
Thomas  Starling  Benson  of  the  city  of  London^  part- 
owner  of  the  good  ship  or  vessel  called  the  Benson^  of 
S7d  tons  measurement,  or  thereabouts,  now  lying  in 
the  port  of   London^   of  the  one  part^    and   George 

Vou  Vn.  O  Betham 
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Bctham  of  the  city  of  London^  merchant  and  mariner^ 
freighter  of  the  said  ship,  of  the  other  party  witnesseth^ 
that  the  said  owner,  for  the  consideration  hereinafter 
mentioned,  doth  hereby  promise  and  agree  to  and 
with  George  Betkanij  his  executors,  administrators^ 
and  assigns,  that  he  G.  Bctham  shall  have  and  he  is 
hereby  appointed  to  the  command  of  the  said  ship» 
but  with  such  restrictions  as  hereinafter  mentioned,  and 
subject  to  the  proviso  and  condition  hereinafter  contained 
respecting  the  appointment  of  an  agent  on  board  the 
said  ship  on  tlie  part  of  the  said  owners :  and  the  said 
ship  being  tight,  staunch,  and  substantial,  and  every 
way  properly  fitted,  victualled,  and  provided,  as  is  usual 
for  vessels  in  the  merchants'  service,  and  for  the  voyage 
and  service  hereinafter  mentioned,  and  being  also 
manned  with  thirty-five  men  and  boys,  the  said  com- 
mander included,  the  said  George  Betham  shall  be  at 
liberty  and  he  is  hereby  allowed  and  permitted  to  re- 
ceive, take,  and  load  on  board  the  said  ship  in  the  port 
of  London^  all  such  lawful  goods,  wares,  and  mer« 
chandize  as  he  may  think  proper  to  ship,  not  exceeding 
in  the  whole  what  the  said  ship  can  reasonably  stow  and 
carry  over  and  above  her  stores,  tackle,  apparel,  and 
provisions,  and  reserving  sufficient  room  in  the  said  ship 
for  100  tons  of  goods  to  be  laden  by  or  for  account  of 
the  said  owner  as  hereinafter  is  mentioned :  and  the 
said  ship  being  so  laden,  G.  Betham  shall  and  will 
set  sail  therewith,  and  proceed  to  CalaUta  in  the  EaU 
IndieSj  with  liberty  to  touch  at  Madeira  and  Madras  in 
her  outward  passage;  and  being  arrived  at  Calcutta 
aforesaid,  shall  and  will  unload  the  said  outward  cargo, 
and  reload  the  said  ship  with  a  cargo  of  East  India 
produce,  and  return  with  the  same  to  the  port  of  Lon- 
doHf  and  upon  her  arrival  there,  and  being  finally  dis- 
chai^ged  of  her  cargo,  and  cleared  by  the  revenue  officers^ 
the  said  intended  voyage  and  service  is  to  end  and  be 
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completed ;  the  act  of  God,  the  king's  enemies,  restraint 
ofprinces  and  rulers,  fire,  and  all  and  every  the  dangers 
aod  accidents  of  the  seas  and  navigation,  of  what  nature 
or  kind  soever  excepted :  and  the  said  €)wner  doth  here- 
by  further  promise  and  agree  to  and  with  G.  Betham^ 
bis  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  that  in  case 
aay  of  the  aforesaid  complement  of  thirty-five  men  and 
bo|ys  shall  happen  to  die,  or  desert,  or  leave  the  said  ship 
during  the  said  intended  voyage  and  service,  so  that  the 
Dumber  shall  be  reduced  below  thirty-two,   that  then 
■ndlneveiyMich  event  happening,  the  aforesaid  number 
of  thirty*two  shall,  if  practicable,  be  kept  and  made  up 
at  the  expence  of  the  said  owner :   and  fnrtber,  that 
the  said  ship  shall  at  all  times  during  the  said  intended 
voyage  and  service,   be  furnished  and  provided  with 
proper    and    sufficient    stores,    provisions,    and   other 
necessary  articles,  and  that  the  said  ship  shall,  if  re- 
quired, be  kept  and  continued  in  the  service  aforesaid, 
ibr  and  during  the  term  of  twelve  calendar  months,  to 
be  accounted  for  from    the  12th  day  of  the  present 
month  cfjune^  and  for  and  during  such  longer  time  or 
term  as    may  be  necessary  to  complete  her  aforesaid 
voyage,  and  until  her  return  to  the  port  of  London^  being 
finally  discharged  of  her  homeward  cargo,  and  cleared 
by  the  revenue  officers :  and  the  said  owner  doth  also 
promise  and  agree,  that  the  said  ship  shall,   previous 
to  her  departure  from  the  port  of  Londofij  on  her  above- 
mentioned  voyage,  be  furnished  and  provided  with  good 
irater-casks,  capable  of  containing  eighteen  tons  of  water; 
and  the  s&id  owner  doth  also  engage  to  provide  the  said 
diip  with  coals  and  wood  for  cooking  and  dressing  the 
passragers'  provisions,  for  which  the  said  freighter  is  to 
pay  or  allow  unto  the  said  owner,  at  and  after  the  rate 
of  fourteen  pence  for  every  passenger  or  servant  per 
lunar  month,  and  so  in  proportion  for  a  less  period; 
in  consideration  whereof,  and  of  every  thing  above 
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mentioned,  he,  G.  Betkem^  doth  hereby  promise  and 
agree  to  and  with  the  said  Thomas  /Starling  Benson^  in 
manner  and  form  following,  that  is  to  say,  that  he  6. 
Betham  shall  and  will  take  upon  himself  the  command 
of  the  said  ship,  for  and  during  her  said  intended  voyage, 
and  until  her  return  to  the  port  of  LondcMj  and  shall 
and  will  navigate  her  to  the  best  and  utmost  of  his  skill 
and  ability ;  and  also,  that  he  G.  Betham  sfaaU  and  will 
accept,  receive,  and  take  the  said  ship  into  his  service^ 
for  and  during  the  terra  and  space  of  twelve  calendar 
months  certain,  to  commence  and  be  accounted  from 
the  1 2th  day  of  the  present  month  of  June^  and  for  and 
during  such  longer  time  or  term,  if  any,  as  may  be 
necessary  to  complete  the  said  voyage,  and  until  her 
return  to,  and  final  clearance  in  the  port  of  London: 
and  further,  that  he  shall  and  will  well  and  truly  pay, 
or  cause  to  be  paid  unto  the  said  owner,  freight  for  the 
use  and  hire  of  the  said  ship,  at  and  after  the  rate  of 
25s.  per  ton,  register  measurement  of  the  said  ship, 
per  calendar  month,  for  and  during  the  aforesaid  term 
of  twelve  calendar  months  certain,  and  for  and  during 
such  longer  time  or  term,  if  any,  as  may  be  necessary 
to  complete  her  said  intended  voyage,  and  until  her  re- 
turn to  the  port  of  London^  and  being  finally  discharged 
of  her  homeward  cargo,  and  cleared  by  the  revenue 
officers,  or  up  to  the  day  of  her  being  lost,  captured,  or 
last  seen  or  heard  of;  such  freight  to  be  paid  in  manner 
following,  that  is  to  say,  the  sum  of  1000/.  part  thereof 
at  or  before  the  execution  of  these  presents ;  the  sum  of 
2000/.  further  part  thereof  by  approved  bill  oY  bills,  to 
be  •  drawn  in  London  upon  Calcutta^  in  favour  of  the 
said  owner,  payable,  as  to  one  moiety  thereof^  at  one 
calendar  month,  and  as  to  the  other  moiety  thereof  at 
two  calendar  months  next  after  the  ship  shall  arrive  at 
Calcutta;  and  the  residue  and  remainder  of  such  freight, 
to  be  paid  or  secured  to   the   satisfaction  of  the  said 
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ewnety  upon  the  arrival  of  the  ship  in  the  port  of  Lan- 
don,  and  previous  to  commencing  the  discharge  of  her 
iiomeward  cargo:  Provided  always,  that  in  case  the 
aid  ship  shall  be  kept  or  detained  at  Calcutta  aforesaid 
more  than  ninety  days,  then  and  in  such  case  the  said 
G.  Betham  doth  hereby  engage  to  pay  or  cause  to  be 
jMud,  at  Caladta  aforesaid,  to  the  agent  of  the  said  owner 
the  sum  of  1000/.J  either  in  cash  or  by  bills  to  be  ap- 
proved of  by  such  agent  in  part  payment  of  the  balance 
of  freight  which  may  become  due  under  and  by  virtue  of 
Ais  charter-party ;  and  the  further  sum  of  1000/.  at  the 
expiration  of  every  sixty  days,  after  the  said  ninety 
days,  which  the  said  ship  may  expend  or  lie  at  Calcutta 
aforesaid :  and  it  is  hereby  declared  and  agreed  by  and 
between  the  said  parties,  that  bills  remitted  from  India^ 
io  maimer  hereinafter  expressed,  shall  be  deemed,  taken, 
and  considered  as  good  and  sufficient  security  for  the 
payment  of  the  residue  or  balance  of  freight  which  may 
become  due  under  and  by  virtue  of  these  presents  as 
hereinbefore  mentioned :  and  G.  Betham  doth  hereby  ex- 
pressly promise  and  agree,  that  all  and  every  the  bills  of 
exchange  which  may  be  taken  in  payment  of  the  freight 
of  the  said  ship's  homeward  cargo,  shall  be  made  payable 
to^  or  to  the  order  of,  Messrs.  Buckles^  Baxter^  and  Bu- 
dumany  of  the  city  oS  London^  merchants,  or  be  indorsed 
over  to  them,  and  delivered  to  the  owner's  agent  to  be  by 
liim  remitted  to  the  said  Buckles^  Baxter ^  and  Buchanan^ 
in  Londofiy  who,  it  is  expressly  agreed  by  and  between 
the  said  parties,  are  to  receive  the  amount  thereof,  as 
joint  trustees  for  the  said  owner  and  G.  Betham ;  he, 
G.  Betham^  authorising  and  empowering  them  to  appro- 
priate the  proceeds  of  such  bills  of  exchange  in  or 
towards  payment  to  the  owner  of  the  balance  of  freight 
which  may  be  or  become  due  to  him  under  and  by 
virtue  of  these  presents ;  and  the  residue,  if  any,  to 
6.  Betham :  and  G.  Betham  doth  hereby  further  pro- 
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mise  and  agree  to  furnish  and  provide,  at  bis  owd 
expense,  sufficient  provisions  and  water,  and  also  all 
other  necessaries  for  the  use  of  the  passengers  od  board 
the  said  ship;  and  that  he  shall  and  will  pay  for  all 
provisions  belonging  to  the  owners  of  the  ship  which 
shall  be  issued  for  the  use  of,  or  consumed  by,  any  of  the 
passengers  or  servants  during  the  voyage,  an  account  of 
the  same  being  rendered  to  him  once  a  week  by  the  said 
owner's  agent,  or  by  the  steward  on  board  the  ship: 
and  faither,  that  all  expenses  of  bulk  heads,  cabins^ 
and  other  accommodation  for  passengers,  shall  be  paid 
by  him,  G.  Betham ;  the  materials  for  which  are  to  be 
left  on  board  the  ship  at  the  termination  of  the  voyage^ 
and  to  become  the  property  of  the  owner:  and  G.  Betham 
doth  also  agi*ee  to  pay  and  defray  all  port  charges  and 
pilotage  which  may  be  incurred  by  the  ship  during  her 
intended  voyage,  save  and  except  such  as  may  be 
incurred  in  the  port  of  Loudon^  outward  and  home* 
ward  bound,  and  once  at  Caladta :  and  G.  Betham 
doth  hereby  further  agree,  that  the  owner  shall  have 
the  liberty  of  shipping  on  board  the  said  ship  outward 
bound,  freight  free,  any  quantity  of  iron,  vinegar,  and 
mustard  he  may  think  fit,  not  exceeding  in  the  whole 
}00  tot)s,  to  be  delivered  at  Calcutta:  Provided  always, 
and  it  is  hereby  expressly  agreed  and  understood  by 
and  between  the  parties  to  these  presents^  and  parti- 
cularly by  G.  Betham^  that  an  agent  shall  be  put  on 
board  the  ship  by  the  owner  for  and  during  the  whole 
of  her  aforesaid  voyage  and  service,  and  who  is  to  have 
a  separate  cabin  in  the  said  ship  for  his  sole  use,  and  to 
mess  at  the  said  G.  Betham's  table ;  which  agent  is  to 
have  the  sole  management,  direction,  and  superintend- 
ence of  the  ship's  stores  and  provisions,  and  the  issuing 
and  delivering  out  of  the  same  for  and  during  the 
intended  voyage;  and  such  agent  is  likewise  to  have 
the  sole  ordering  and  purchasing  of  any  supplies,  stores, 
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proTisions,  and  other  articles  which  may  be  required  for 
ihe  use  of  the  ship  during  her  voyage;  and  that  all 
bills  which  may  be  required  to  be  drawn  upon  the 
owners  of  the  ship  for  any  such  supplies,  or  otherwise 
OD  account  of  the  ship,  shall  be  drawn  by  such  agent 
<Mily:  Provided  also,  and  it  is  hereby  further  agreed  by 
and  between  the  said  parties,  and  especially  by  the 
owner,  that  the  freighter  shall  have  the  liberty  and 
priviiei^  of  employing  the  ship  in  the  East  Indies  for 
any  intermediate  voyage  or  voyages  he  may  think  fit, 
without  prejudice  to  this  charter-party,  but  not  ex- 
ceeding in  the  whole  the  time  or  term  of  twelve  months, 
to  be  computed  from  and  after  the  expiration  of  thirty 
days  next  after  the  arrival  of  the  ship  at  Calcutta  afore^ 
aid,  upon  G.  Betham  paying  or  causing  to  be  paid  to 
the  owner  the  same  rate  of  freight  as  is  hereinbefore 
stipulated,  viz.  25s.  per  ton  per  month,  for  all  such 
additional  time  as  the  ship  may  be  so  employed  or 
detained  in  India ;  such  additional  freight  being  paid 
to  the  owner's  agent  for  the  time  being,  or  secured  to 
his  satisfaction,  previous  to  the  ship  entering  or  pro- 
ceeding on  such  additional  voyage  or  service:  and  it 
is  hereby  expressly  provided  and  declared,  that  in  case 
G.  Betham  shall  proceed  with  the  said  ship  to  any  part 
or  place,  other  than  Madeira^  Madras^  and  Calcutta 
aforesaid,  without  the  special  leave  in  writing  of  the 
agent  of  the  owner  for  the  time  being,  or  if  G.  Betham 
shall  be  guilty  of  a  breach  of  any  or  either  of  the  pro- 
mises and  agreements  herein  contained  on  his  part,  then 
and  in  any  such  case  he  shall  be  and  become  divested 
of  any  further  command  of  or  in  the  ship,  and  it  shall 
thereupon  be  lawful  for  the  owner's  agent  for  the  time 
being  to  appoint  another  commander  for  the  said  ship 
in  lieu  imd  instead  of  the  said  G.  Betham^ 
This  charter-party  was  made  and  executed  bonajide* 
On  the  25th  Jtdij  1816,   the  following  memorandum 
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was  signed  and  agreed  to  by  the  Defendant,  J^amoM 
Siarling  Benson^  and  the  said  George  Betham  : — <*  Con^ 
ditions  agreed  between  Thomas  Starling  Benson,  Esq., 
owner,  and  George  Betham,  Esq.,  commander  of  the 
ship  Benson,  on  a  voyage  to  India,  Wages,  say  lOL 
per  month.  No  primage  or  privilege  of  tonnage  what* 
ever.  Cabin  allowance  for  voyage  (it  being  understood 
that  the  agent,  chief,  and  second  mates,  and  surgeon,  if 
any,  mess  in  cabin)  150/.,  owner  providing  nothing. 
Allowance  while  in  India,  three  sicca  rupees  per  day.'* 

Samuel  Odatt  went  as  agent  on  board  the  ship  Ben^ 
son  under  the  charter-party,  on  the  said  voyage,  and 
<torried  out  letters  of  introduction  from  the  persons 
using  the  said  firm  of  Buckles,  Baxter,  and\Buchanan, 
being  merchants  in  Londofi,  on  behalf  of  the  said 
Defendants  to  the  Plaintiffs,  by  which  he  was  directed 
to  apply  to  them  in  case  of  necessity,  and  he  did  apply 
to  them,  and  they  acted  as  agents  at  Calcutta,  both  for 
the  said  Defendants  and  G.  Betham,  as  hereinafter 
mentioned.  /Samuel  Oviait  acted  under  a  power  of 
attorney  executed  by  the  Pefendant  Thomas  darling 
iBefuoff,  which  recited  the  charter-party,  and  then  gaive 
Oviatt  authority  to  do  on  his  behalf  all  things  for  which 
that  instrument  contemplated  the  appointment  of  an 
agent.  Samuel  Ooiatt  carried  out  with  him  the  charter- 
party,  and  communicated  it  to  the  Plaintiffs  as  soon  as 
he  arrived  at  Calcutta,  and  before  the  shipping  of  the 
goods,  and  the  Plaintiffs  before  that  time  read  the 
charter-party  and  received  a  copy  thereof;  and  for  the 
freight  of  the  said  quantity  of  sugar  and  indigo  in  the 
bill  of  lading  mentioned,  the  Plaintiffs  drew  bills  upon 
certain  other  persons,  payable  sixty  days  after  the  ship 
Benson* s  arrival  in  London,  to  the  order  of  Buckles,  Bax- 
ter,  and  Buchanan;  which  bills  they  delivered  to  S.  Oviatt 
to  be  remitted  to  the  said  last-mentioned  persons,  pur- 
suant to  jLhe  stipulation  of  the  charter-party ;  and  the 
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said  bills  were  so  remitted.  G.  Beiham  employed  the 
Piaintifis  as  his  agents  at  Calcutta,  who  accordingly 
acted  as  his  agents,  and  collected  and  paid  over  to  him 
the  freight  of  the  goods  carried  in  the  ship  on  the 
voyage  from  JLondon  to  Calcutta^  and  procured  freight 
lor  him  in  the  voyage  from  Calcutta  to  London;  and 
ibey  had  a  commission  from  him  for  procuring  such 
freight. 

The  ship  sailed  on  her  voyage  from  the  river  Hooghly 
to  London  with  the  said  quantities  of  sugar  and  indigo 
00  board,  but  they  were  never  delivered  to  the  Plain- 
tifl^  or  their  assigns,  pursuant  to  the  bill  of  lading, 
although  no  act  of  God,  the  king's  enemies,  fire,  or  any 
other  dangers  or  accident  of  the  seas,  rivers,  or  navi"* 
gatioDy  of  what  nature  or  kind  soever,  prevented  the 
nine  from  being  so  delivered ;  but,  on  the  contrary 
thereof^  1651  bags  of  the  said  sugar,  and  twelve  chests 
of  the  said  indigo,  were  wholly  lost  to.  the  Plaintiffs,  and 
the  residue  of  the  said  sugar  and  indigo  greatly  lessened 
in  valoe. 

Judgment  having  been  given  for  the  Plaintiffs  below, 
in  the  Court  of  King^s  Bench,  the  case  was  brought  into 
this  court  by  writ  of  error ;  and  was  now  argued  by 
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CampbeU  for  the  Defendants  below.  This  action, 
although  in  form  an  action  of  tort,  is  in  reality  an 
action  of  contract.  The  cause  of  action  as  stated, 
accrues  upon  a  breach  of  duty  arising  out  of  a  oon-< 
tract,  which  is  the  foundation  of  this  action.  It  was, 
therefore^  essentially  necessary  for  the  Plaintifis  below 
to  proVe  the  contract  as  laid.  So  much  is  this  an 
action  of  contract,  that,  according  to  Powell  v.  Lcof^ 
Ion  (a),  nonjoinder  of  a  party  as  defendant  might  have 
been  pleaded  in  abatement     How,  then,  is  the  contract 
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J,     -  —'     ner,  states,  that  the  ffoods  were  shipped  to  be  taken 
Newberry  ° 

care  of,  and  safely  and  securely  carried  and  conveyed^ 
&c.  for  certain  freight  and  reward,  payMe  by  bills  in  that 
behalf.  That  must  mean,  as  it  ought  to  have  been  ex- 
pressly stated,  payable  by  the  Plaintiffs  below  to  the  De- 
fendants below,  otherwise  a  demurrer  to  the  declaration 
might  have  been  sustained,  on  the  ground  that  no  oon^- 
sideration  was  alleged,  as  moving  from  the  Plaintiffs  to 
the  Defendants.  But  it  would  have  been  fatal  to  have 
alleged  the  contract  with  such  precision,  for  the  freight 
was  not  payable  to  the  Defendants  below,  but  to  Betham 
the  charterer.  The  Defendants  below  could  claim  no- 
thing of  the  Plaintiffs  below  :  they  were  to  be  paid  the 
hire  of  their  ship  by  Betham  under  the  charter-party. 
There  is  nothing  in  the  charter  that  could  authorize 
the  Plaintifis  to  consider  the  Defendants  as  receivers  of 
the  freight  and  carriers  of  the  goods.  It  is  found  that 
the  Plaintiffs  knew  all  the  circumstances ;  that  they  read 
the  charter-party,  and  received  a  copy,  and  that  the 
charter-party  was  made  bond  Jide  between  the  parties. 
That  instrument  has  a  double  purpose ;  it  first  appoints 
Betham  master,  and  then  charters  the  ship  to  him. 
There  is  nothing  improper  in  that ;  an  owner  may  be 
master,  and  why  not  a  charterer,  who  is  owner  pro  h&c 
vice  ?  Vallejo  v.  Wheeler  («),  James  v.  Jones,  {b)  If 
that  be  so,  this  is  like  all  ordinary  charter-parties. 
It  is  true  that  it  does  not  contain  express  words  of 
demise;  but  the  Court  will  look  at  the  whole  of  the 
instrument,  and  if  it  authorizes  Betham  to  put  up  the 
ship  as  a  general  ship,  it  is  a  charter-party.  In  Saville 
V.  Campion  (c)  and  Tate  v.  Meek  (rf),  there  were  no  ex- 
press words  of  demise,  and  it  was  held,  the  owner 
had  a  lien  for  his  freight ;  but  it  was  never  doubted  that 


> 


(a)  Cowp.  143' 

{b)  Abb,  on  Shifping^  20. 


{c)  %B.tsf  A.  503. 
\d)  3  B.i!fB.  44. 


the 
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the  charterer  might  make  what  use  of  the  vessel  he  pleased,  1 830* 
tar  the  period  of  time  mentioned  in  the  charter-party. 
Suppose  the  same  stipulations  as  to  letting  tins  vessel 
bad  been  entered  into  by  the  owner  with  a  third  person 
instead  of  the  master,  and  tliat  by  the  same  instrument 
Beikam  had  been  appointed  master;  there  could  be  no 
doabt  that  such  third  person  must  have  been  considered 
the  freighter,  and  that  shippers,  with  notice,  could  not 
have  made  the  owners  responsible  for  their  goods.  The 
circumstance  of  an  agent  for  the  owners  being  on  board, 
can  make  no  difference,  for  his  duty  was  merely  to  look 
after  the  stores,  and  to  take  care  that  the  covenants  in 
the  charter-party  were  performed.  He  had  no  authority 
whatever  to  interfere  with  the  use  of  the  ship.  He  "was 
like  the  agent  of  a  mine-owner,  appointed  to  see  cove- 
nants for  working  the  mine  duly  performed  by  the 
lessee.  There  was  no  privity  in  this  case  between  the  .% 
owner  and  the  shipper.  If  there  had  been  a  contract, 
it  most  have  been  reciprocal ;  but  that  was  clearly  not 
so.  The  owner  could  not  have  sued  the  shipper  for 
iraght,  and,  therefore,  is  not,  on  the  ground  of  contract, 
responsible  for  the  goods.  The  broad  question,  there- 
fore^ arises.  Whether  an  owner  is  liable  in  an  action 
founded  on  an  implied  contract,  where  the  ship  has  been  A 
chartered  to  a  third  person  ?  In  Boucha-  v.  Lawson  (a), 
which  may  be  cited  on  the  other  side,  judgment  was 
eventually  given  for  the  defendant.  Parish  v.  Craw^ 
fori  (6),  where  it  seems  to  have  been  thought  the  owner 
was  liable  to  a  shipper,  notwithstanding  a  charter-party 
to  a  third  person,  was  only  a  Nid  Prius  case,  and  is  in 
eflBsct  over-ruled  by  the  more  recent  decisions  of  James  v. 
Jimes  (c)  and  M^Kenzie  v.  Bowe.  (d)  In  the  latter  case, 
it  is  true,  the  report  states,  that  theijre  was  no  evidence 


(a)  Cas,    Tern,    Hardw,  85. 
194. 


(b)  Abb,  on  Shipping f  19. 

(c)  Abb,  on  Sbippingf  %o, 
\d)  %Campb*A%%. 
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that  the  goods  were  received  on  board  by  any  person 
appointed  by  the  defendants,  the  owners,  but  that  can 
make  no  difference,  where  the  shipper  knows  of  the 
contract  made  between  the  owner  and  master.  In 
Abbott  on  Shippings  p.  22.,  a  doubt  is  expressed,  whe- 
ther Parish  V.  Crwajford  can  be  considered  as  law,  there 
being,  where  the  ship  is  chartered  to  a  third  person,  no 
contract,  either  express  or  -  implied,  between  the  owner 
of  the  ship  and  the  proprietor  of  goods  shipped.  For 
the  same  reason  the  Plaintiffs  below  are  not  entitled  to 
recover. 


F.  Pollock  contra.  The  effect  of  this  instrunient 
called  a  charter-party,  was  not  to  demise  the  ship  to 
Bethanij  so  as  to  enable  him  to  put  her  up  as  a  general 
ship,  but  was  a  special  appointment  of  him  as  master. 
It  does  not  contain  any  words  of  demise.  The  present 
case,  therefore,  does  not  fall  within  any  of  those  which 
establish  that  where  a  ship  is  demised  the  charterer 
becomes  owner  pro  hoc  vice.  The  whole  of  the  instru- 
ment may  be  construed  as  an  appointment  of  Betham  as 
master  under  special  terms  and  restrictions.  It  begins 
by  stating  that  ^^  the  owner,  for  the  consideration  here- 
inafter mentioned,  doth  hereby  promise  and  agree  to 
and  with  G.  Betham^  his  executors,  &c.,  that  the  said 
G.B,  shall  have,  and  he  is  hereby  appointed  to  the 
command  of  the  said  ship,  but  with  such  restrictions  as 
are  hereinafter  mentioned."  That  explains  the  whole  of 
what  follows.  The  agent  on  board  had  power  to  remove 
Betham  from  the  command  for  breach  of  any  of  the 
covenants  in  the  contract  made  between  him  and  the 
owners.  Betham  then  was  master,  and  instead  of  con- 
tracting for  any  fixed  wages,  he  guaranteed  to  his  owners 
certain  profits,  and  was  to  retain  all  the  surplus,  and 
third  persons  were  to  consider  iiim  merely  as  master, 
^Uhough  they  knew  of  the  charter-party.     Besides  the 

Defendants 
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Xlefendants  bdow  expressly  stipulate  for  a  lien  upon  all 
freight  bills ;  the  bills  were  transmitted  to  their  broker ; 
it  would  be  singular  if  they  could  ensure  to  them- 
Ives  all  the  benefit  derived  from  carrying  goods,  and 
Rvoid  the  rbk.     In  Boucher  v.  Lawson^  Lord  Hardwicke 
said,  that  owners  are  liable  for  the  loss  of  goods  on  two 
l^rounds;    first,   that   they  appoint    the  master;    and 
secondly,  that  they  receive  the  fireight.     In  that  case, 
it  is  true,  the  second  reason  did  not  apply,  and  ulti- 
mately judgment  was  given  for  the  defendant ;  but  it  is 
an  express  authority,  that  if  a  person  be  appointed  and 
act   as  master,  the  owner  is    responsible    for  goods 
shipped  on  board  the  vessel,  although  there  may  be 
some  special  agreement  between  him  and  the  master  as 
to  the  mode  in  which  the  wages  of  the  latter  are  to  be 
paid  and  the  freight  received.    The  authority  of  the  case 
of  Parish  v.  Crawford  may  perhaps  be  doubtful;  but 
that  was  a  much  stronger  case  than  this  in  favour  of  the 
defendant ;  James  v.  Jones  and  M^Kenzie  v.  Ronoe  are 
distinguishable;  in  the  former  the  owner  had  nothing 
to  do  with  the  freight,  in  the  latter  there  was  no  evidence 
that  the  goods  were  received  on  board  the  vessel  by  any 
person  appointed  by  the  defendants. 


18S0. 


Nbwbbrry 

V. 
COLVIN. 


Campbell.  The  freight  bills  belonged  to  Betham,  and 
they  were  transmitted  to  the  Defendant's  brokers,  not  to 
give  the  Defendants  any  claim  against  the  shippers,  but 
as  a  security  deposited  by  Betham  for  his  paying  the 
hire  stipulated  for  by  the  charter-party  on  the  voyage 
homewards.  The  brokers  only  held  the  bills  as  trustees, 
and  for  the  voyage  out  there  was  no  security.  The  deci- 
sion in  the  Court  below  proceeded  on  a  mistaken  notion 
of  public  policy,  which,  as  Burrough  J.  said  in  Richards 
son  v.  Mellish  (a)  **  is  a  very  unruly  horse,  and  when 


(a)  %Bingbn%%^. 


once 
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carry  you. 


99 


Cur.  adv.  vtdi. 


TiNDAL  C.  J.  In  this  writ  of  error  the  sole  question 
appears  to  be,  whether,  upon  the  legal  construction  of 
the  charter-party  set  out  at  length  in  the  special  verdict 
the  Defendants  below  were  the  owtiers  of  the  Tesffl 
called  the  Benson^  at  the  time  the  contract  for  the  car* 
riage  and  conveyance  of  the  goods  in  question  was  made; 
or,  whether,  on  the  contrary,  Bethamy  the  captain  and 
freighter  of  the  vessel,  became,  pro  tempore^  the  owner 
thereof: 

For  the  present  action,  although  in  form  an  action 
upon  a  tort,  is  virtually  and  substantially  an  action  upon 
the  contract  contained  in  the  bills  of  lading,  and  set  out  in 
the  declaration.  To  decide  therefore,  whether  the  action 
is  rightly  brought,  it  must  be  ascertained  with  whom 
the  contract  was  made;  whether  with  the  Defendants 
below,  as  the  owners  of  the  vessel,  through  Betkam,  as 
their  master  or  agent,  or  with  Betham  himself,  as  the 
freighter  and  owner  pro  hoc  vice^  for  his  own  benefit, 
and  on  his  own  behalf. 

Now  the  special  verdict  has  found  two  things:  first, 
that  this  charter-party  was  entered  into  bon&Jide:  by 
which  we  understand  that  there  was  no  secret  or  sinister 
design  in  framing  this  charter-{)arty  to  leave  the  ship- 
owners in  the  dominion  of  their  ship,  and  the  enjoyment 
of  the  profits,  and  at  the  same  time  to  exempt  them  from 
responsibility  to  the  shippers  of  goods,  but  that  the  real 
object  of  the  owners  and  the  freighters  was  such  as  is  to 
be  collected  from  the  charter-party  itself,  and  such  only. 
The  other  fact  found  by  the  jury  is,  "  that  the  charter- 
party  was  communicated  to  the  Plain tifis  before  the 
shipping  of  the  goods,  and  that  the  Plaintiffs  before 
that  time  read  the  charter-party,  and  received  a  copy 

thereof" 
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thereof,"  which  latter  finding  negatives  any  inference 
that  would  otherwise  arise,  that  Beiham^  by  reason  of 
his  command  of  the  vessel,  was  held  out  by  the  Defend- 
ants to  tlie  Plaintiffs  below  as  their  agent  in  the  con- 
duct and  management  of  the  ship,  as  they  knew  the  real 
situation  and  relative  rights  of  the  captain  and  the 
owners  before  they  put  their  goods  on  board  to  be  carried 
on  that  voyage.  The  question  to  be  considered,  there- 
fore, is  simply  that  of  the  construction  of  the  charter- 
party  ;  and  we  think  upon  the  whole  instrument  taken 
together,  the  construction  is  such  as  to  constitute  Betham 
as  between  him  and  the  shippers  of  goods,  the  owner  of 
the  ship  during  the  continuance  of  the  voyage  described 
ia  the  charter-party. 

In  the  first  place,  by  the  terms  of  the  charter-party, 
the  owners  covenant  ^^  that  the  ship  shall,  if  required^ 
be  kept  and  continued  in  the  service  described,  therein, 
during  the  term  of  twelve  calendar  months,  and  such 
longer  time  as  may  be  necessary  to  complete  the  voyage." 
And  Belkam^  on  the  other  hand,  covenants  ^*  to  ac- 
cept, receive,  and  take  the  ship  into  his  service  for  the 
term  of  twelve  calendar  months  certain,  until  the  voyage 
shall  be  ended,  and  to  pay  to  the  owner  for  the  use  or 
hire  of  the  said  ship  at  and  after  the  rate  of  25s.  per 
ton  per  calendar  month,  during  the  said  term  of  twelve 
calendar  months  certain,  and  until  her  return  to  the 
port  of  London  and  clearance,  or  up  to  the  day  of  her 
bqng  lost,  captured,  or  last  seen  or  heard  of." 

But  it  is  objected  by  the  Plaintiffs  below,  that  such 
contract  contains  no  words  of  express  demise :  and  un- 
doubtedly it  does  not.  But  even  in  a  lease  of  lands, 
no  such  words  are  absolutely  necessary,  **  but  any 
words  which  amount  to  a  grant  are  sufficient  for  a 
lease."  (a)     And  there  are  cases  in  the  books  that  if  a 


18S0. 


NlWBERRT 
COLVm. 


(a)  Co.  UU  45  h. 
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man  covenants  that  A.  shall  have  the  land  for  a  temi^ 
rendering  rent,  or  that  the  covenantee  shall  enjoy  the 
land  (a),  these  words  would  amount  to  a  lease. 

Now  the  present  case  comes  very  near  those  referred 
to ;  for  the  owners  do  covenant  that  the  ship  shall  be 
kept  in  the  service  of  Betham  for  a  certain  time ;  Betham 
covenants  that  he  will  receive  her  into  his  service  during 
that  time ;  and  that  he  will  pay  tor  the  use  or  hire  of  her 
a  certain  freight :  stipulations  that  appear  equivalent  in 
their  efiect  to  an  actual  demise  of  the  ship. 

But  further,  the  whole  of  the  ship  is  so  far  parted 
with  that  it  is  thought  necessary  that  Betham  should 
covenant  with  the  owners  that  they  should  have  liberty 
to  load,  on  the  outward  voyage,  iron  and  other  articles^ 
not  exceeding  in  the  whole  100  tons. 

Again,  the  mode  in  which  the  ship  was  to  be  used, 
and  in  which  the  freight  reserved  by  the  charter-party  is 
to  be  paid,  support  the  same  construction  of  the  charter- 
party.  The  ship,  both  on  her  outward  and  her  home- 
ward voyage,  was  to  be  put  up  by  Betham  (in  many 
parts  of  the  charter  called  the  Jreighter)  as  a  general 
carrying  ship.  The  freight  which  the  owners  stipulate 
to  receive  from  him  is  quite  independent  of  that  which 
he  receives  for  the  carriage  of  goods.  Theirs  is  a  time 
freight;  his  depends  on  the  carriage  of  the  goods 
shipped.  If  the  ship  went  out  without  any  cargo^  or 
was  lost  before  her  arrival  at  her  outward  or  homeward 
port  of  destination,  in  all  which  cases  Betham  might 
receive  no  freight,  the  owner  would  still  receive  the, 
same  amount  as  if  she  had  returned  full,  or,  in  case  of 
loss  of  the  ship,  up  to  the  day  of  her  loss.  Under 
these  circumstances,  we  think  the  captain,  in  putting  up 
the  ship  as  a  general  ship,  and  signing  bills  of  lading, 
cannot  be  considered  as  acting  as  the  servant  or  agent 


{a)  I  Leon^  136. 


of 
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of  the  shipowners,  or  in  any  other  manner  than  as  the 
temporary  owner  of  the  ship. 

Three  objections  have  been  principally  relied  on  in 
argument  by  the  Defendants  in  error:  first,  that  the 
same  person  who  takes  the  ship  as  freighter,  was  him- 
self appointed  as  the  captain  by  the  owners  of  the  ship ; 
secondly,  that  an  agent  was  put  on  board  by  the  owners 
with  powers  inconsistent  with  BethanCs  ownership  of 
the  vessel  pro  tempore ; '  and,  thirdly,  that  the  owners 
virtually  receive  the  benefit  of  the  homeward  freight,  by 
the  transmission  of  the  freight  bills  to  England. 

But,  with  respect  to  the  first  objection,  it  is  almost 

the  invariable  practice  and  usage,  that  the  owners  of  a 

ship,  altliough  they  let  it  out  upon  freight  to  a  charterer, 

do  themselves  appoint  a  captain  and  the   crew :    the 

chartering  of  the  ship  not  being  so  much  the  chartering- 

of  the  hull,  as  of  the  ship  in  a  state  fit  for  the  purposes 

of  mercantile  adventure.     There  seems  no  reason,  there- 

ibre^  that  the  chartering  of  the  ship  in  any  particular 

Case  to  the  captain  of  that  ship,  should  create  any  more 

^responsibility  in  the  owner  to  the  shippers  of  goods, 

^here  such  fact  is  made  known  to  them,  than  if  the 

ship  were  freigiited  to  an  entire  stranger. 

The  second  objection  is  answered  by  reference  to  the 
charter-party ;  by  which  it  appears  that  the  authority  of 
the  agent  was  limited  to  the  superintendence  of  the  acts  of 
JBelham  as  captain,  and  not  as  freighter:  the  utmost  autho- 
Ti^  given  to  the  agent  being  that  of  displacing  the  master 
and  appointing  another,  in  case  Betham  should  be  guilty 
of  a  breach  of  any  of  the  covenants  or  agreements  on 
Vis  part     But  if  Betham  ceased  to  be  master,  he  did 
nefertheless,  by  the  terms  of  the  charter-party,  con- 
tinue the  freighter  of  the  ship ;    possessing  the  same 
power  to  take  goods  on  board,  and  liable  to  the  same 
responsibilities,  on  the  one   hand,    to   the  owners  for 
^e  time  freight  for  which  he  had  contracted,  on  the 
Vou  VIL  P  other 
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other  hand,  to  the  shippers  of  goods  for  the  safe  con- 
veyance of  the  goods  shipped. 

As  to  the  third  objection,  the  charter-party  gives  the 
owners  a  security  upon  the  freight  bills  received  by  the 
freighter,  but  gives  the  owners  no  direct  or  immediate 
interest  in  the  freight  earned,  the  whole  of  the  surplus 
of  which  belongs  to  Betham.  If  Betham  had  obtained 
no  homeward  cargo  from  Calcutta^  so  that  no  freijo^t 
bills  could  have  been  transmitted,  the  owners  would  still 
have  been  entided  to  their  time  freight  The  freight 
earned  by  Betham  on  the  intermediate  voyage  for  twelve 
months  in  India^  does  not  become  a  security  to  the 
owners.  Even  in  the  homeward  voyage,  if  the  ship  bad 
been  loail,  there  might  have  been  no  freight  payable  to 
the  freighter,  but  still  he  must  have  made  good  his  own 
liability  to  a  monthly  freight  for  the  use  an4  hire  of  th^ 
vessel. 

Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  we  think  the  effect  of  this 
charter-party  was  to  make  the  freighter  the  legal  owner 
of  this  ship  pro  tempore :  that  the  freight  for  the  car- 
riage of  these  goods  was  paid  to  him  for  his  own  use ; 
and)  consequently,  that  the  Defendants  below  are  nol 
liable  to  an  action  for  the  non-delivery  of  the  goods. 
We  think,  therefore,  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench  must  be  reversed. 

Judgment  reversed. 


IN  TBS  FnisT  YxAS  or  WILLIAM  IV.  SU 

1 830. 


Ward  v.  Weeks.  ^<w.  a*. 

CLANDER.  The  Plaintiff 

The  words  stated  in  the  declaration  to  have  been  ~'*^°  «pccul 

damage  from 
ipoken  by  the  Defendant  of  the  Plaintifi^  were,  ^^  He  is  words  spoken 

i  ragoe  and  a  swindler ;  I  know  enough  about  him  to  ^Y  ^^^  ^^ 
kng  fain  :  "  and  the  Plaintiff  then  alleged,  as  a  special  n^i^^  ^^^  ^y^i^ 
that  by  means  of  the  committing  of  the  several  abnegation 
one  John  Briery  who  before  and  at  the  time  ^".jJI!^  u 
of  the  committing  of  those  grievances  was  about  to  sell  proof  that 
goods  to  the  Plaintiff  on  credit,  necessary  for  the  carry^  Defendant  had 
ing  oo  and  commencing  of  the  Plaintiff's  business  as  a  words  to  J?., 
general  shopkeeper,  which  he  was  about  to  comnienc^  ^^  tl^t  da- 

lefbsed  and  declined  so  to  do.  :Tt^l°*"  -. 

m  consequence 

The  Defendant  pleaded  the  general  issue.     At  the  of  B.'s  repeat- 
trial  of  the  cause,  the  evidence  which  the  Plaintiff  was  '"^  ^*"J  *• 
prepared  to  produce  was,  that  the  Defendant  had  spoken  the  Defendant, 
the  words  as  laid  in  the  declaration,  to  one  Edward 
Bryce^  and  that  Bryce  had  communicated  the  statement 
IS  the  statement  of  the  Defendant  to  John  Bryer^  who 
thereopon   refused  to  trust  the  Plaintiff.     Upon  this 
statement  of  the  evidence,  the  learned  Judge,  who  tried 
tbe  cause,  directed  the  Plaintiff  to  be  called. 

Bompas  Serjt  in  Fsoster  term  last  obtained  a  rule  nisi 
for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  the  Defendant  was 
i^Bsponsible  for  the  consequences  of  his  own  act,  and  it 
vas  a  natural  consequence  that  Brj/ce  should  repeat 
what  was  communicated  to  him;  and  that  the  Plaintiff 
would  be  without  remedy  unless  he  could  sustain  this 
^on,  for  if  Bryce  named  the  author  of  the  slander  he 
was  not  liable.    Lord  Northampton's  case,  (a) 

{a)  i%Rjgp.  134. 

P  2  mide 
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Wilde  Serjt.  shewed  cause.  The  special  damage  which 
the  Plaintiff  proposed  to  shew,  resulted,  not  from  the 
statement  made  by  the  Defendant,  as  alleged  in  the 
declaration,  but  from  a  statement  made  by  Bryce.  The 
intended  evidence,  therefore,  by  no  means  sustained  the 
statement  in  the  declaration,  and  the  Plaintiff  was  pro- 
perly nonsuited  For  the  variance. 

But  in  order  to  support  the  action,  it  ought  to  have 
been  shewn  that  the  special  damage  resulted  wholly  and 
directly  from  the  conduct  of  the  Defendant  '  A  man  is 
liable  only  for  the  natural  and  proximate  consequence 
of  his  actions,  and  not  for  remote  consequences  result- 
ing directly  from  some  intermediate  agent.  Darns  v. 
Garrett,  {a)  As  to  the  Plaintiff's  having  no  other 
remedy  because  Bryce  named  his  author,  the  rule  to 
that  effect  in  Lord  Northampton's  case,  has  been  re- 
peatedly impeached,  and  at  last  expressly  overruled  in 
Mcpherson  v.  Daniels,  (b)  (See  all  the  authorities  on 
the  point  in  De  Crespigny  v.  Wellesley,  {c)  In  Vicars 
V.  Wilcocks  {d)  it  was  expressly  held,  that  wh^re  special 
damage  was  necessary  to  sustain  an  action  for  slander,  it 
was  not  sufficient  to  prove  a  mere  wrongful  act  of  a 
third  person  induced  by  the  slander,  such  as  that  he 
dismissed  the  Plaintiff  from  his  employ  before  the  end 
of  the  term  for  which  he  had  contracted  ;  but  the  special 
damage  must  be  a  legal  and  natural  consequence  of  the 
slander. 


Stephen  Serjt.,  and  Bompas  cofitrd. 

Bfyce  was  only  the  conduit  pipe  of  the  slander ;  and 
therefore  the  special  damage  which  the  Plaintiff  alleges 
is  the  natural  and  proximate  consequence  of  the  De- 
fendant's conduct.  Vicars  v.  Wilcocks  only  decides  that 
a  Defendant  is  not  liable  for  matters  altogether  extras 


{a)  6  BingJb.  7x6. 


{c)  s  Bingb.  392. 
(d)  8  Eajtf  I. 
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neons  to  his  own  conduct ;  but  if  the  Defendant  is  not 
liable  for  an  effect  produced  by  the  very  words  he  has 
ottered,  a  recipe  is  given  for  propagating  slander  with 
impunity.     The   Defendant   has    only   to    convey  his 
charges  by  a  third  person  to  the  party  who  is  likely  to 
act  on  them  to  the  injury  of  the  plaintiff*,  and  may  by 
that  course  effect  the  injury  with  impunity :  and  if  his 
agent  be  insolvent,  or  escape,  the  Plaintiff*  is  without 
remedy.     The  rule  in  Lord  Northampton's  case,  there- 
fore, ought  not  to  be  lightly  impeached,  and  its  authority 
wais  admitted  in  Davis,  v.  Lewis  (a)     And  if  a  Defend- 
ant could  be  responsible  for  actionable  words,  repeated 
by  an  agent,  so  he  must  be  in  principle  for  special 
Aumage,   arising   under    the   same   circumstances,   out 
of  words  net  actionable.     The  case  is  analogous  to  the 
first  mover  in  trespass ;  ^.,  who  throws  the  stone  is 
Bable,  not  J3.,  who  by  warding  it  off*,  causes  it  to  strike 
C;  and  it  would  be  correct  pleading  to  describe  the 
bbw  on  C  as  a  blow  struck  by  A.     In  an  indictment 
ibr  murder  by  several,  it  is  not  necessary  to  state  which 
of  them  struck  the  blow.     There  is  no  variance,  there- 
ibre,  in   this  case,  between   the   declaration   and   the 
cfidence  proposed  to  support  it.     There  is  no  precedent 
of  a  declaration  in  slander  stating  intermediate  commu- 
nications ;  and  such  an  allegation  would  be  bad,  for  the 
damage  must  be  ascribed  to  the  Defendant,  and  if  so, 
the  cause  of  it  also.     In  Hartley  v.  Herring  {b)^   and 
Moore  V.  Meagher  {c)^  the  declaration  did  not  state  in 
whose  presence  the  words  were  spoken ;  and  formerly  it 
was  not  usual  to  set  out  the  precise  instance  of  special 
damage.     Bramiing  v.  Neawan.{d)     The  only  reason 
OD  which   it  has  been  supposed  that  the  propagator  of 
slander  is  excused  when  he  names  the  author,  is,  that 


18S0. 


Ward 

V. 

Webks. 


(fl)  7  T.  R.  17. 

(h)  ar./?.  X30. 


{()  1  Taunt,  39. 
(d)  iStr.66S'> 
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thereby  the  plaintiff  i»  enabled  to  sue  the  author.  The 
right  to  sue  the  author  is  recognized  in  ail  the  cases, 
Maitland  v.  GoldeyH{a\  Lewis  y.  WaUer.{b)  The  prin- 
ciple laid  down  in  Dixonv.BeU{c\  is  that  where  a  person 
intrusts  a  gun  to  an  incautious  agent,  he  is  bound  to 
vender  it  perfectly  innoodoua. 

Cm  •  adtK  tmU» 


TiNDAL  C.  J.  This  was  an  action  upon  the  case^  in 
which  the  words  stated  in  the  declaration  to  have  been 
spcdon  by  the  Defendant  of  the  Plaintiff  are»  '*  He  is  a 
rogm<md  a  mindler :  I  know  enough  about  him  to  hang 
hin:*'  and  the  Plaintiff  then  alleges*  as  a  special 
damage,,  that  by  means  of  the  coBimitting  of  the  several 
grievances,  one  Jo/m  Bryer^  who  before  and  at  the  time 
of  dne  coimnitting  of  those  grievances,  was  about  to  sdi 
goodft  to  the  Plaintiff  on  credit,  necessary  for  the  carry-* 
ing  on  and  commencing  of  the  Plaintiff's  business  as  a 
general  shopkeeper,  which  he  was  about  to  commence^ 
refused  and  declined  so  to  do. 

The  Defendant  pleaded  the  general  issue. 

At  the  trial  of  the  cause,  the  evidence  which  tbei 
PiaiBtiff  was  prepared  to  produce  was,  that  the  Defend-^ 
aiut  had  spoken  the  words  as  laid  in  the  declaration,  to 
one  Edward  Bryce^  and  that  Bryce  had  comraunieated 
the:  statement^  as  the  statement  of  the  Defendant,  to 
John  Bryer^  who  thereupon  refused  to  trust  the  Plaintiff. 

Upon  this  statement  of  the  evidence,  the  learned 
Judge  who  tried  the  cause  directed  the  Plaintiff  to  be 
called;  and  the  question  before  us  is,  whether  this^ 
nonsuit  should  be  set  aside  ? 

As  the  words  spoken  do  not  contain  the  charge  of 
any  legal  definite  crime,^  nor  are  alleged  to  be  spoken  of 


(h)  4  B.  tif  j1.  s^o. 


(0  jStark.N.P.a%Z^. 
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the  Plaintiff  in  the  way  of  any  trade  or  business,  so  as 
to  impute  dishonesty  to  him  in  such  trade,  the  words 
are  not  actionable  j>^  se ;  and  the  only  ground  of  action 
is  the  special  damage  which  the  Plaintiff  has  alleged. 
The  question  therefore  is,  Whether  the  special  damage, 
which  is  the  gist  of  the  action,  has  been  proved  as  it  is 
lilted,  or  whether  there  is  a  variance  between  the 
alic^tion  and  the  proof  ? 

The  substance  of  the  Plaintiff's  allegation  is,  that  by 
reason  of  the  Defendant's  false  representations  to  divers 
persons,  one  John  Bryer  refused  to  trust  the  Plaintiff 
Now  the  evidence  necessary  to  support  this  allegation 
would  have  been,  either  that  John  Bryer  was  present 
Old  heard  the  Defendant  make  the  representation  to 
tome  person,  or,  at  the  very  least,  that  when  the  De- 
fendant made  such  representations  he  directed  them  to 
be  communicated  to  Bryer.  But  neither  of  these  sup- 
positions exist  in  fact;  on  the  contrary,  the  evidence 
was,  that  the  words  were  addressed  to  one  Edward 
Bryce^  and  that  Btyce;  nt  a  subsequent  time  and  place, 
and  without  any  authority  from  the  Defendant,  repeated 
the  representation  to  Bryer,  the  repetition  of  which 
words,  and  not  the  original  statement,  occasioned  the 
Plsintiff's  damage. 

Every  man  must  be  taken  to  be  answerable  for  the 
necessary  consequences  of  his  own  wrongful  acts :  but 
sttch  a  spontaneous  and  unauthorized  communication 
cannot  be  considered  as  the  necessary  consequence  of 
the  original  uttering  of  the  words.     For  no  effect  what- 
ever followed  from  the  first  speaking  of  the  words  to 
Brycc;  if  he  had  kept  them  to  himself  j^ry^r  would  still 
have  trusted  the  Plaintiff.      It  was   the  repetition   of 
them  by  Bryce  to  Bryer,  which  was  the  voluntary  act  of 
a  free  agent,  over  whom  the  Defendant  had  no  control, 
and  for  whose  acts  he  is  not  answerable,  that  was  the 
immediate  cause  of  the  Plaintiff's  damage. 

P  4  We 
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We  think  therefore  that  as  each  count  in  the  de- 
claration  alleges,  as  the  only  grievance,  the  original 
false  speaking  of  the  words,  the  allegation,  ^^  that  by 
reason  of  the  committing  of  such  grievance,  Bryer 
refused  to  give  the  Plaintiff  credit,"  is  not  made  out  by 
the  evidence;  and  on  this  ground  we  think  the  nonsuit 
is  right 

It  is  argued,  that  unless  the  Plaintiff  can  recover 
against  the  present  Defendant,  he  sustains  a  great  injury, 
and  is  altogether  without  remedy ;  and  the  authority  in 
the  fourth  resolution  in  Lord  NoHhamptorCs  case  {a)  is 
relied  upon  for  that  purpose.  But  even  supposing  the 
proposition  laid  down  in  that  case  is  to  be  taken  as  an 
unqualified  proposition  that  the  repetition  of  slanderous 
words,  stating  at  the  time  the  name  of  the  author,  is 
upon  all  occasions,  and  under  all  circumstances,  justifi- 
able, which  we  agree  in  thinking  is  far  from  the  import 
of  the  resolution,  still  we  must  look  to  the  interests  of 
the  Defendant  as  well  as  those  of  the  Plaintiff,  and  be 
careful  not  to  make  him  responsible  for  a  greater 
measure  of  dami^e  than  flows  necessarily  from  his 
wrongful  acts« 

But  the  resolution  above  referred  to,  which  has  at  all 
times  been  looked  at  with  disapprobation,  has  in  the 
recent  case  of  M^Pherson  v.  Dafiiels  (6),  been  in  effect 
over-ruled  by  the  Court  of  King's  Bench ;  and  with  the 
judgment  of  that  Court,  upon  that  occasion,  we  entirely 
concur. 

We  therefore  think  the  rule  for  setting  aside  the  noiw 
suit  must  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged* 


(«)    12  C«.  IJ4- 


{h)  xo-B.&fC.a63. 
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Bagnall  and  Another  v.  Andrews.  ^^'^'  *9- 

T'HE  Plaintiffs  sued  the  Defendant  upon  his  acceptance  ^.  drew  a  bin 

of  a  bill  of  exchange  drawn  by  Woodbridge^  who  ^^^^^^^  ^^ 
before  this  action  had  become  a  bankrupt.  whom  he  had 

At  the  trial  before  Tindal  C  J.  it  appeared,  that  when  ^~"  "?*^^"^ 

g^oods  for  salCy 
the  bill  was  drawn,   Woodbridge  had  an  open  account  ^nd  Defendant 

with  the  Defendant  for  goods  which  he  was  in  the  course  accepted  the 
of  sending  to  him  for  sale:  neither  of  them  at  that  time  party  knowing 
knew  the  state  of  the  account,  and  it  afterwards  tunied  the  state  of 

ODt  that  Woodbridge  was  at  the  time  of  the  acceptance  5^*  account 

°  *^  between  them  J 

indebted  to  the  Defendant,  instead  of  the  Defendant  it  turned  out 

being  indebted  to  Woodbridge.  *^^  .^-  ^  ^^ 

Before  the  bill  became  due,   Woodbridge  had  fallen  ^^y^xt&  to  the 
into  insolvent   circumstances;    he  absconded  from  his  Defendant. 
ffeneral  creditors ;  lurked  about  London  for  three  weeks  -  ^-  lu™ng 

°  ^  '  fxx>m  his  cre- 

under    two   fictitious   names ;    frequently  changed   his  ditors  at  large, 
abode,  and  expected  to  be  arrested,  and  to  have  a  docket  ^^^^  ^  ^^^ 
struck  against  him :  during  this  time,  however,  be  fre-  i*ndor8ed"the^' 
qoendy  saw  and  dined  with  one  of  the  Plaintiffs,  to  whom  bill,  upon  im- 

he  was  indebted  to  a  larger  amount  than  the  bill,  and  E?^"1l!7'  ^°  c 

°  ,  '  Plainuif,oneof 

upon  being  urged  for  payment,  indorsed  to  him,  after  his  creditors 
an  act  of  bankruptcy,  the  bill  accepted  by  the  Defend-  ^"**  '^^o™  ^« 
ant,  the  only  property  he  then  retained.     The  Plaintiff,  ^^^^^  ^^  ^ 
however,  was  not  aware  that  an  act  of  bankruptcy  had  then  became  a 
been   committed.     A   commission    of  bankruptcy   was      p?^"^V-. 
afterwards  sued  out  against  Woodbridge^  and  he  was  duly  having  sued 
declared  a  bankrupt.  Defendant  on 

Having  been  called  as  a  witness  at  the  trial,  on  the       fi^^t  fT. 
part  of  the  Defendant,  his  testimony  was  objected  to  on  was  an  admis- 

the  sY6uDd  that  this  was  an  accommodation  bill,  and  "  «  ^'^ness 
®  '  in  the  cause, 

that  he  was  under  an  express  or  implied  obligation  to  and  the  jury 
pay  the  Defendants  not  only  the  amount  of  the  bill  if  ^*^8:  found 
the  Plaintiff  recovered,  but  the  costs  of  the  present  fendant,  the 
action  also«  His  testimony,  however,  was  admitted,  sub-  Court  refused 

•  ^1,  to  disturb  the 
i"^^  T^dict. 
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ject  to  a  motion  on  the  point;  and  the  jury  having 
found  for  the  Defendant,  upon  the  Chief  Justice's  leav- 
ing it  them  to  consider  whether  the  transfer  of  the  bill  to 
the  Plaintiffs  was  under  all  the  circumstances  a  bondjMe 
transfer, 


Taddy  Seijt.  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  groand 
that  fVooMridg^B  testimony  ought  to  have  been  ex- 
cluded ;  that  the  transfer  of  the  bill  to  the  Plaintiffs  was 
protected  as  a  payment  under  the  eighty-second  section 
of  6  G.  4.  c.  16. ;  and  that  the  jury  could  only  have 
found  for  the  Defendant,  on  the  supposition  that  the 
transfer  of  the  bill  was  a  fraudulent  preference,  a  point 
which  they  had  not  been  directed  to  consider. 

A  rule  nisi  having  been  granted, 

Wilde  Seijt.  shewed  cause.  The  bill  in  question  was 
drawn  with  a  reasonable  expectation  that  it  would  be 
paid  by  the  acceptor :  it  was  never  stipulated  or  intended 
that  it  should  be  paid  by  fVoocJbridge ;  and  if  he  had 
been  sued  in  default  of  the  acceptor,  he  must  have  bad 
notice  of  the  default,  which  would  not  have  been  neces- 
sary in  the  case  of  an  accommodation  bill :  there  is  no 
ground  therefore  for  considering  it  as  nn  accommodation 
bill,  for  subsequent  discoveries  do  not  alter  the  nature 

I 

of  the  bill;  and  as  a  drawer  is  not  liable  for  the  costs  of 
a  groundless  defence  by  the  acceptor,  the  witness  had 
not  the  interest  imputed  to  him,  and  his  testimony  was 
properly  received. 

Nor  was  the  transfer  of  the  bill  to  the  Plaintiff  by 
Woodbridge  a  payment  protected  by  the  eighty-second 
section  of  6  G.  4.  c.  16.,  for  that  section  protects  only 
bon&Jide  payments,  and  not  payments  made  by  way  of 
fraudulent  preference,  or  in  actual  contemplation  of 
bankruptcy.  Thatthis  transfer  was  made  in  contemplation 
of  bankruptcy  is  manifest  from  all  the  circumstances  of 

the 
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tbe  case^  and  the  fact  of  the  creditor's  being  urgent  for 
payment  will  not  excuse  the  preference,  unless  the  debtor 
pays  under  legal  compulsion.  Thornton  v.  Hargreaves.{a) 
Although  the  precise  question  of  fraudulent  preference 
was  not  put  in  terms  to  the  jury,  it  was  implied  in  the 
direction  they  receired,  and  the  rerdict  is  justified  by 
tbe  fiict  that  no  consideration  was  ever  given  for  the  bill ; 
{De  La  CkaumeUe  v.  Bank  of  England  (6) )  .•  none  by 
Woodbridg€  to  the  acceptor,  for  the  bill  was  accepted 
■nder  a  mistake  as  to  the  state  of  the  account  between 
tbem ;  none  by  the  Plaintiffs  to  Woodbridge,  for  they  took 
it  only  in  the  nature  of  a  security  for  a  previous  debt, 
from  which,  on  the  receipt  of  the  bill,  they  neither  dis« 
charged  him,  nor  gave  him  longer  term  of  payment. 


1830. 


Bagkall 
Andrews. 


Toddy,  As  the  account  stood  between  Woodbridge  and 
the  Defendant,  Woodbridge  could  never  have  recovered 
on  this  bill  i^inst  the  Defendant,  so  that  whether  it 
were  an  accommodation  bill  or  not,  no  interest  in  it 
passed  to  tVooMridge^s  assignees,  for  they  could  only 
stand  in  the  same  situation  as  Woodbridge  himself. 
Woodbridge^  therefore,  might  lawfully  indorse  it  to  the 
Plaintiffs,  for  a  bankrupt  may  indorse  bills  in  which  no 
interest  passes  to  his  assignees.  Willis  v.  Freeman  (c), 
WUkins  V.  Casey  (d),  Arden  v.  Watkins  {e),  Drayton  v. 
bale  (g),  Wallace  v.  Hardacre.  {h)  But  if  he  might  in- 
dorse tbe  bill  over  for  value,  and  so  render  the  acceptor 
liable  to  the  indorsee,  he,  the  drawer,  must  ultimately 
have  been  liable  over  to  the  acceptor,  as  having  given 
no  value  for  the  bill :  he  was  interested,  therefore,  in  the 
result  of  this  cause,  and  ought  not  to  have  been  received 
as  a  witness. 


(tf)  7  JBtfi/,  544- 

(^)  9  JB.  ^  C.  ao8.  Hobson 
▼•  tiiebt  And  Savage  v.  Rich  (not 
reported)  were  also  referred  to. 

(r)  i%Bastf6s^ 


{d)  7  T.R.  71X. 
(e)  3  Easty  3x7. 
(g)  %B.^a  a93. 
(b)  I  Campb.  45. 
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Then,  the  jury  not  having  Found  fraud,  this  was  a 
good  payment  under  the  eighty-second  section  6  G.  4. 
The  bill  was  available  in  the  hands  of  the  Plaintifi&,  and 
that  payment  may  be  by  a  bill  is  clear  from  fVilkins  v. 
Casey,  In  Cash  v.  Young  {a\  waere  A.  bought  goods 
of  a  trader  who  had  previously  committed  an  act  of 
bankruptcy,  and  paid  for  them  bonajide  without  know- 
ledge of  the  bankruptcy,  it  was  held,  that  the  assignees^ 
under  a  commission  issued  against  the  seller,  could  not 
maintain  trover  for  the  goods,  payment  being  protected 
by  the  1  Jac.  1.  c.  15.  5.  14.  So  in  HiU  v.  FameU{b)f 
A.  purchased  of  B.^  a  hop-merchant,  a  library,  and 
paid  him  the  value.  B,^  at  that  time,  had  committed 
an  act  of  bankruptcy,  of  which  A.  had  no  knowledge. 
It  was  holden,  that  the  assignees  could  not  recover 
the  value  of  the  books,  without  at  least  tendering  the 
price,  inasmuch  as  the  payment  made  by  A^  was  de- 
clared valid  by  the  6  G.  4.  c.  16.  s.  82.,  and  in  order  to 
give  full  effect  to  that  enactment,  A.  must,  at  least, 
have  a  lien  on  the  books  in  respect  of  which  he  had 
made  the  payment,  until  the  assignees  tendered  him  the 
sum  paid. 

And  there  is  no  ground  for  saying  that  the  Plaintiffs 
gave  no  consideration  for  the  bill :  the  debt  due  to  them 
from  Woodbridge  to  a  greater  amount  than  the  bill,  was 
a  sufficient  consideration.  In  Drayton  v.  Dale  (c),  which 
was  an  action  o(  assumpsit  by  the  indorsee  against  the 
maker  of  a  promissory  note,  payable  to  A.  -B.,  or  his 
order;  plea,  first,  non  assumpsit;  and,  secondly,  that 
A.  B.  became  a  bankrupt,  and  that  his  property  was  duly 
assigned  to  assignees,  whereby  the  interest,  title,  and 
right  to  indorse  the  promissory  note  before  the  time  of 
indorsement  became  vested  in  the  assignees,  whereby 
the  indorsement  by  A.  B.  was  void,  and  created  no 

(a)  %B.^C.  413.         (b)  9B.isfC.  AS'         (0  »  A  Gf  C.  293. 

right 
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right  in   the  Plaintiffs   to  sue ;    replication  to  the  last 

plea,  that  the  indorsement  was  made  with  the  consent  of 

the  assignees;   rejoinder,  taking  issue  upon  that  fact; 

a  verdict  having  been  found  for  the  Plaintiff  on  the  first 

issoe^  and  for  the  Defendant  on  the  second,  it  was  held 

that  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  judgment  upon  the 

whole   record :  first,  because  the    Defendant  who  had 

made  the  note  payable  to  A.  B.  or  his  order,  was  estopped 

from  saying  that  A.  B.  was  not  competent  to  make  an 

order;    secondly,  because  the  property  acquired  by  a 

bankrupt,  subsequently  to   his    bankruptcy,   does  not 

absolutely  vest  in  the  assignees,  although  they  have  a 

right  to  claim  it ;  but  if  they  do  not  make  any  claim, 

the  bankrupt  has  a  right  to  such  property  against  all 

other  persons.     And  in  Charles  v.  Marsden  (a),  it  was 

held,  that  it  was  not  of  itself  a  defence  to  an  action  by 

the  indorsee  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  to  plead  that  it  was 

accepted  for  the  accommodation  of  the  drawer,  without 

consideration,  and  was  indorsed  over  after  it  became 

due.   De  La  Chaumette  v.  The  Bank  of  England^  was  the 

case  of  a  stolen  bank  note,  in  which  no  property  passed 

by  the  transfer,  and  is  therefore  distinguishable. 

Cur>  adv.  vulL 


1830. 


Bagnall 

V, 

Andrews. 


TiNDAL  C.J.     In  this  case  the  jury  have  found  their 

Verdict  for  the  Defendant,  and  the  motion  for  setting 

aside  that  verdict  and  granting  a  new  trial  has  been 

^kiade  on  two  grounds ;  first,  that  Woodbridge^  the  drawer 

of  the  bill,  was  inadmissible  as  a  witness  for  the  De- 

^ndants ;  and,  secondly,  upon  the  ground  that,  on  the 

evidence  at  the  trial,  the   delivery  of  the  bill  to  the 

I^laintiffs  was  protected  as  a  payment  made  to  them 

^nder  the  eighty-second  section  of  the  late  bankrupt  act. 

The'  objection  made  to  Woodbridge^s  competency  at 

tbe  trial,  was,  that  the  bill  had  been  accepted  by  the 

{a)  I  Taunt*  %%a* 

Defendant 
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Defendant  for  the  accommodation  of  the  drawer;  and^ 
consequendy,  that  he  was  under  an  obligation  to  tbemt 
either  express  or  implied,  not  only  to  pay  the  amo^it  to 
the  Defendaatp  if  tiie  Plaintifis  obtained  a  verdict,  but 
also  to  indemnify  the  Defendant  against  the  costs  of 
the  present  action.  And  it  might  be  granted  that  this 
consequence  would  have  followed,  and  that  Weodirui^ 
would  have  been  an  incompetent  witness  for  the  Dfr* 
fendant,  on  the  authority  of  the  cases  referred  to,  If  in 
point  of  feet  the  bill  had  been  accepted  for  the  acoom* 
modation  of  the  drawer.  But  we  think  upon  the  facts 
of  the  case  the  bill  was  not  an  accommodation  bill.  At 
the  time  it  was  drawn,  Woodbridge  had  an  optu  aooocifit 
with  the  Defendants  for  goods  already  sent,  and  which 
he  was  then  in  the  course  of  sending  to  them,  for  salt. 
The  drawer  might,  at  that  time,  reasonably  expect  that 
the  acceptor  would  pay  the  bill  out  of  funds  that  might 
be  in  their  hands  when  the  bill  arrived  at  maturiqr; 
for  the  evidence  is  express,  that  at  the  time  the  Mil  was 
drawn,  neither  the  drawer  nor  the  acceptor  knew  the 
state  of  the  account 

A  bill  so  drawn  and  so  accepted  cannot  be  treated  ba 
an  accommodation  bill ;  nor  consequently  is  there  any 
implied  undertaking,  on  the  part  of  the  drawer,  to 
indemnify  the  acceptor  against  the  costs  of  any  action 
which  may  be  brought  against  him. 

With  respect  to  the  second  ground  of  motion,  the 
only  question  is,  whether,  upon  the  evidence  given  at 
the  trial,  the  Court  see  any  reason  to  disturb  the  verdict 
The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  Defendant,  at  the 
same  time  stating  expressly  that  the  bill  had  been 
indorsed  after  an  act  of  bankruptcy  by  the  drawer,  of 
which  the  Plaintifis  had  no  notice.  If  the  jury  still 
found  their  verdict  for  the  Defendant,  it  could  only 
have  proceeded  on  the  ground  that  the  delivery  of  the 
bill  to  the  Plaintifis  by  the  bankrupt,  either  was  not  a 

bond 
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bondjtde  payment  to  them,  or  was  a  fraudulent  prefer- 
ence of  the  Plaintiffs;    in  either   of  which  cases   the 
payment  is  not  protected  by  the  statute.     And  though 
this  precise  point  was  not  specifically  left  to  the  jury,  it 
was  involved  in  the  evidence  in  the  cause,  and  could  be 
the  only  ground  on  which  the  verdict  rests.     Before, 
therefore,  the  Court  send  the  case  down  to  a  new  jury, 
they  must  see  reason  to  expect  that  another  jury  would 
come  to  a  different  conclusion.     That   the   bankrupt, 
before  and  at  the   time  he  delivered  this  bill  to  the 
Plainti£&,  was  absconding  from  his  general  creditors, 
is  clear.     He  bad  been   in   Londofi  for  nearly  three 
wedss,  passing  under  two  fictitious  names;  frequently 
changing  his  place  of  abode;  expecting  to  be  arrested, 
and  to  have  a  docket  struck  against  him.    But  although 
concealing  himself  from  other  creditors,  he  was  dining 
with  one  of  the  Plaintiffs ;  he  delivered  him  the  bill  in 
question.     That  bill  was  all  that  he  had  at  that  time ; 
and  the  delivery  of  that  bill  freed  him  from  no  difficulty 
b  which  he  was  placed. 

It  appears  to  us,  that  if  it  should  be  left  to  another 
jury  to  say  whether  this  was  a  bon&Jide  payment  to  the 
Plaintiffs,  they  could  not  but  find  the  same  verdict.  The 
payment  of  the  bill  being  made  ajler  the  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy, the  burthen  of  shewing  it  was  a  bon&Jide  pay- 
ment is  cast  upon  the  Plaintiffs ;  and  it  would  be  enough 
to  support  the  verdict,  to  say  that  they  have  at  least  left 
it  in  considerable  doubt 

The  ground  on  which  we  decide,  makes  it  unnecessary 
to  pve  any  opinion  as  to  the  question  of  sufficiency  of 
consideration  in  this  case.  On  the  whole,  we  think  the 
ntle  for  a  new  trial  must  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 
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Nov.  49. 

The  Court 
will  not  grant 
a  new  trial 
even  on  pay- 
ment of  COStSy 

where  the  De- 
fendant or  his 
attoraey  hav- 
ing an  oppor- 
tunity of 
trying  I  per- 
mits a  verdict 
to  be  taken 
against  him 
as  in  an  un- 
defended 
cause* 


Nov.  %4' 


Breach  v.  Casterton  and  Three  Others. 

nPRESPASS.     The   cause  was  undefended,    and  a 
verdict  having  been  found  for  the  Plaintiff  against 
one  of  the  Defendants,  and  a  verdict  in  favour  of  Uie 
other  three, 

Taddy  Serjt.  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial,  on 
payment  of  costs,  upon  an  affidavit  that  the  Defendant's 
attorney  had  been  compelled  to  go  to  Ireland^  and  that  in 
his  absence,  the  cause  had,  through  the  inattention  and 
misconduct  of  his  clerk,  been  called  on  as  an  undefeoded 
cause,  although  there  was  a  good  defence  on  the  merits. 

Wilde  Serjt,  who  shewed  cause,  objected  that  before 
the  motion  could  be  made,  the  consent  of  the  three 
Defendants  in  whose  favour  the  verdict  had  been  given^ 
ought  to  be  shewn  ;  and  that  they  ought  not  to  be  put 
to  the  inconvenience  of  a  new  trial  on  account  of  the 
attorney's  neglect. 

Per  Cw'iam.  If  we  were  to  make  this  rule  absolute, 
every  cause  might  be  tried  twice  over,  as  Defendants 
would  lie  by  to  speculate  on  the  amount  of  the  first 
verdict.  We  have  this  term  decided  against  such  an 
application,  in  Masters  v.  Barnwell,  (a) 

Rule  discharged. 

(a)  MASTERS  v.  BARNWELL. 


Where  a  De- 
fendant 


This  was  an  attion  for  da« 
mages  for  criminal  conversation 
omitted  to  ap-  with  the  Plaintiff's  wife.  It  ap- 
pear at  the  peared  thePlaintiifand  Defendant 
trial  in  an  were  brothers  in  law.      The  da- 

action  for  mages  were  laid  in  the  declaration 

crim.  con.  at  3000/. 


The  case  came  on  for  trial  at 
the  sittings  after  Trinity  term 
last)  when  no  one  appearing 
for  the  Defendant,  the  jury  re- 
turned a  verdict  for  the  flain- 
tiffy  and  assessed  the  damages  at 
4000/. 


with  his  sister- 

in-law9  and  the  jury  gave  more  damages  than  were  laid  in  the  declaration*  the  De* 
fendant  assigning  no  good  reason  for  not  appearing  to  defend^  the  Court  refused  to 
grant  a  new  trial  on  any  terms. 

Merewether 
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MerevtMiber  Seijt.  ob  a  former 
dif»  obuined  a  rule  to  shew 
atae  why  the  Teniict  taken  for 
tke  PiaiarifT  fhodld  not  be  aec 
anie  and  a  new  trial  'be  gnintedt 
«  the  gromd  that  the  Defend- 
•tt  bad  been  prevented*  hy  the 
PlamtiflTt  conduct^  firon  properly 
iMtmcdog  an  attoraey  to  defend 
die  action. 

The  affidavits  on  which  the 
nle  was   obtained*  set  forth  a 
nmber  of  instances  of  violence 
01  the  part  of  the  PlaintiiT.     It 
was  alleged  that  he  followed  the 
Defendant    finom    England    to 
JPhnuTt  from  Frame  back  again 
to  BMglamJit  thence  to  Brutsch  ; 
that  in  the  latter  place  (the  De- 
fendant and  the  PlamtifTs  wife 
Bvbg  there  together)  the  Plain- 
tiff instituted  criminal  proceed- 
ingt  against  the  Defendant  for 
tlK  adultery ;  that  the  Defend- 
ma  had  been  sentenced   to  six 
iBoaths'  imprisonment;  that  he 
lad  been  repeatedly  challenged 
to  fight  the  Plaintiff;  and  that 
by  these*  and  by  a  variety  of 
otW  proceedings  of  the   same 
•Qit,  bf  which  he  was  kept  in 
^  of  his  life»  he  had  been  pre- 
vented from   giving  proper  in- 
itnicdons  to  hb  attorney;    and 
tba  if  he  had  not  been  so  pre- 
vntedi  he  should  have  been  able 
to  present  to  the  jury  a  case  that 
^>«Bld  at  least  have  reduced  in  a 
"■^itiml  degree  the  anu>unt  of 
^danuges. 

4^if  Seijt.  now  shewed  cause 
'fiuitot  the  rulet  on  affidavits, 
^chaOegedy  that  the  Plaintiff's 
^'^ttBey  about  the  month  of  Ja^ 
*><Cf  last  year*  had  received  in- 
'^'iictioos  from  his  client  to  com- 
^^ctice  the  present  acdon ;  that 
^  bad  done  eo  accordingly,  but 
(QQQd  that  it  was  quite  impos* 
^  to  discover  the  Defendant 
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m  order  to  serve  him  with  pro- 
cess. At  last  the  attorney  was 
infbtined  that  boxes  belonging 
to  the  Defendant,  (wibo  was  a 
West  India  planter,)  were  lying 
at  a  warehouse  in  the  city  for 
the  purpose  of  being  shipped  on 
board  a  vessel  that  vras  about  to 
sail  for  Demerara%  in  wUch 
island  the  Defendant's  property 
was  situated:  he  went  to  the 
warehouse  in  question,  and  after 
some  trouble  traced  the  Defend- 
ant to  a  honse  in  Arundel  Street^ 
where  he  arrested  him  at  the  suit 
of  a  third  person  for  a  very  laige 
debt.  Upon  this  arrest  the  De- 
fendant lay  some  short  time  in 
prison,  and  during  that  period 
might  have  had  daily  commu- 
nication with  hu  attorney.  In 
the  course  of  the  proceedings  the 
Defendant  himself  on  one  occa- 
sion saw  the  Plaintiff's  attorney, 
and  admitted  that  he  had  no  de- 
fence to  the  action,  and  must  let 
the  verdict  pass  against  him.  It 
was  stated  also,  that  the  im- 
prisonment at  Brussels^  of  which 
the  Defendant  spoke,  had  been 
decreed  after  the  verdict  given  in 
this  country,  so  that  that  impri- 
sonment could  not  have  pre- 
vented the  Defendant  from  giv- 
ing proper  instructions  to  his 
attorney.  Besides  that,  when  in 
this  country  the  Defendant  might 
had  recourse  to  legal  measures 
for  his  personal  prottctbn ;  and 
even  if  he  had  been  afraid  to 
venture  outy  he  might  have  re- 
ceived the  visits  of  his  attorney 
at  home,  not  only  at  the  time 
when  he  was  imprisoned  for 
debt,  but  at  a  variety  of  other 
periods  between  that  time  •and 
the  day  of  the  trial. 

Merewetber  in  reply,  insisted 

much  upon  the  amount  of  the 

daouges,  exceeding  even  the  sum 

Q  which 


laso. 
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.9. 

BASmVXLL. 


•wliich  the  PUiatiff  chimed  by 
Ills  declantion>  and  the  hardship 
of  dielMendimf «  bong  -vaddled 
with,  such  ;i  paymeiit  without 
any  kind  of  invtstigatbn.   But 

Thk  Court  obitnring  that  it 
was  plain  the  Defendant  had 
ample  time  to  consult  with  his 
attoriMy  wlnle  he  was  confined 


«  . 


in  pritt)n ;  that  the  charge  i^gainst 
him  was  cf  the  most  aggravated 
nature;  and  that  it  woOld  lekd  to 
the  woFift  results  if  a  party  obeli 
lie  by>  take  the  chance  of  a 
judgment  by  d^aulty  and  dien 
denumd  a  trial  in^  the  hopes  of 
better  success. 

Discharged  ihe  rule* 


Nov.  S9.     Carne,  and  Mary,  his  Wife,  v.  George  Roch, 

the  Younger. 


Testator  de* 
med  real  pro- 
perty to  the 
heir  of  Mrs. 
R.  of  J3., 
(who  was  liv. 
ing  at  his 
death,)  and  in 
case  such  heir 
should  die 
without  issue, 
to  the  next 
heir  of  Mrs* 
R.: 

Held,  that 
Mrs.  J?/s  eld- 
cttmtook 
aneiRMtlnBl 
in  the  pro-* 
perty. 


T^Y  order  of  the  V  ice-Chancellor,  the  following  case 
was  submitted  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court. 

Jo/in  ThomaSf  late  of  Brawily,  in  the  county  of 
Pembroke^  Esq.,  was,  at  the  time  of  making  his  will 
hereinafter  stated,  and  at  his  death,  seised  of  freehold 
estates  in  the  county  of  Pembroke. 

The  said  JbAn  Thomas  made  his  will,  executed  and 
attested  as  is  by  law  required  to  pass  freehold  estates 
by  devise,  and  bearing  date  the  27th  of  March  182S, 
in  the  words  following :  — 

^^This  is  the  last  will  and  testament  of  me  Jakn 
JJiomas^  of  Ewestotif  in  the  parish  of  Brawdy^  in  the 
county  of  Pembroke.  I  direct  that  all  my  just  debts, 
and  particularly  a  list  or  memorandum  of  debts  signed 
John  Thomas^  to  this  my  last  will  annexed,  which  said 
debts  I  expiscted  the  late  Mr.  Herbert  LUyd  had  long 
since  paid,  and  all  my  funeral  expenses,  and  the 
charges  of  the  probate  of  this  my  will,  be  in  the  first 
place  fully,  paid  and  satisfied,  and  to  the  payment 
whereof,  and  of  the  legacies  hereinafter  bequeathed,  I 
subject  and  make  liable  all  my  estate^  both  real  and 
personal:  I  give,  devise^  and  bequeath  all  my  real  and 

personal 
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penonal  estate  of  every  description  which  I  die  possessed  18S0. 
cf  unto  the  heir  at  law  of  Mrs.  Roch  of  BuUerhiU^  in 
tbe  oounty  of  Pembroke^  formerly  Miss  Mary  Jones  of 
Uethir  $  and  in  case  such  heir  at  law  should  die  with- 
out issue,  then  I  give  and  devise  the  same  to  the  next 
heir  at  law  of  the  said  Mrs.  Hoch^  and  his  or  her  issue ; 
and  in  case  all  the  children  of  the  said  Mrs.  Hoch  should 
die  without  issue,  then  I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath  all 
my  said  real  and  personal  estate  of  every  description 
imto  Ikeoid  WiUiam^  Elsq.,  late  a  surgeon  in  the  army, 
and  living,  or  lately  living,  at  Kidwelly^  in  the  county  of 
Caermarthenf  to  him  and  his  heirs  for  ever.  I  also  give 
and  bequeath  the  sum  of  one  shilling  to  my  sister, 
Mrs.  Mary  Came^  for  her  unnatural  behaviour  to  me, 
and  in  particular  for  filing  a  bill  in  Chancery  against 
me  without  any  just  cause.  I  also  give  and  bequeath 
to  my  friend  John  Kilby  oS  Haverfordwest^  Esq.,  the  sum 
of  5(tf. ;  and  I  desire  it  to  be  understood  that  I  should 
haiFie  left  him  more,  but  on  account  of  the  hardness  of 
the  times.  And  I  desire  my  executor  hereinafter  men- 
tioned, to  give  my  sin^ants  mourning  who  shall  be  living 
with  me  at  the  time  of  my  death.  And  I  do  hereby 
appoint  George  Roch  of  ButterhiU^  m  tbe  county  of 
fembroke^  Esq.,  executor  to  this  my  will  and  testa- 
ment*' 

Tbe  testator  departed  this  life  without  revoking  or 
altering  his  will,  on  the  9th  of  February  18!26,  and 
Ut  the  Plaintiff,  Mary  Came,  his  only  sister  and  sole 
heiress  at  law,  surviving  him. 

The  person  in  the  said  will  named  and  descrilxKl 
•i "  Mrs*  Roch,  c(  BtdterhiU,  in  the  county  of  Pembroke, 
fcrmerly  Miss  Mary  Jones,  of  Llethir,*^  was  living  at  the 
time  of  making  the  said  will,  and  of  the  death  of  the  said 
teatator,  and  is  still  living. 

The  Defendant  in  this  case  was,  at  the  time  of 
iD&ing  the  testatG4"s  will,  and  at  the  time  of  the  said 

Q  2  testator's 
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testator's  death,  the  eldest  son  of  the  said  Mrs.  Roch^  of 
ButterhilL 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was,  whe-* 
ther  the  Defendant  George  Rochy  as  the  eldest  son  of 
Mrs.  Mary  Rochj  of  ButterkiU,  named  in  the  said  tes- 
tator's will,  took  any  and  what  estate  and  interest  in 
the  real  estate,  devised  by  the  said  will  to  her  heir  at 
law? 


Stephen  Seijt  for  the  Plaintiff. 


The  Defendant  George  Rock,  took  no  estate  in  the 
premises.     It  may  be  admitted,  that  in  a  will  the  word 
heirs  may  be  used  as  a  designatio  personiSj — as  meaning 
heir  apparent, — but  it  can  only  be  where  the  intention  of 
the  testator  is  most  manifest.     In  Buck  v.  Norton  (a). 
Eyre  C.  J.  said,    ^^  Every  testator  ought  to  be  supposed 
to  take  legal  words  in  a  legal  sense,  unless  according  to 
the  marginal  note  in  the  case  in  Hobart,  there  be  de- 
monstration  plain  of  an  intent  to  use  them  in  a  difierent 
sense,"  and  the  marginal  note  in  Hob.  p.  SS,  is,  *^  No 
roan  shall  shew  me  a  case  in  law  where  by  purchase^ 
by  devise  to  an  heir,  any  may  take  that  is  not  heir 
indeed,  without  declaration  plainJ*    For  if  a  testator  use 
legal  terms,  he  must  be  supposed  to  understand  them. 
Hodgson  V.  Ambrose  (5),  Pngk  v.  Goodlitle.  (c)     AH  the 
authorities  on  the  point,  with  the  exception  of  Scatter- 
wood  V.  Edge  {d),  are  collected  and  considered  in  Doe 
dem.  Winter  v.  Perratt  {e\  which  confirms  the  principle 
to  its  full  extent     Goodright  v.  White  {g)  resembles  the 
present  case,  and  may  be  relied  on  for  the  Defendant; 
but  there  the  particular  circumstances  and  dispositions 


(a)  iB.t^P.  57. 

{l>)  DougLz^T. 

(f)  3  Bro.  P,  C.  454. 


(d)  I  Salk.  229. 

(e)  5JB.  ^C.48. 
(g)  %Bl,  10 10. 


of 
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of  the  will,  shewed  to  demonstration  that^by  the  word 
heir,  the  testator  meant  heir  apparent. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  present  will,  to  shew  that 
the  testator  knew  Mrs.  Roch  to  be  living.  [Tindal  C.  J. 
He  describes  her  as  of  BidterhiU.']  That  does  not 
necessarily  mean  residing  at  Buiterhill ;  it  may  mean 
only  born  at,  or  connected  with,  the  place.  David 
Williams  is  described  by  the  testator  not  of  KidweUy^ 
but  living  at  Kidwelly^  and  as  it  does  not  appear  that 
the  testator  knew  the  number  or  sex  of  Mrs.  RocKs 
children,  it  cannot  be  presumed  he  had  any  particular 
individual  in  his  mind  when  he  spoke  of  her  heir. 


18S0. 


Bussell  Serjt.  contra,  after  propounding  that  the  De- 
fendant as  eldest  son  of  Mrs.  Roch  took  an  estate  tail 
under  the  will,  was  stopped  by  the  Court,  and  the  follow- 
ing certificate  was  afterwards  sent :  — 

We  have  heard  this  case  argued  by  counsel,  and  have 
considered  it,  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  Defendant 
George  Rochj  as  the  eldest  son  of  Mrs.  Mary  Roch  of 
Butterhilly  named  in  the  testator's  will,  took  an  estate 
tail  in  the  real  estates  devised  by  the  said  will,  as  heir 
at  law. 

N.  C.  Tindal. 
S.  Gaselee. 

I.  B.  BOSANQUET. 

£.  H.  Alderson. 
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Nov.  %^» 


Hamilton  v.  Pitt  and  Others. 


Where  a 
PUmtiir  ar- 
retted a  De- 
fendant for 
the  amount  of 
two  items  and 
recovered  for 
one  only 9 
offering  no 
evidence  on 
the  other>  the 
Court  diB- 
chafged  the 
Defendant  on 
common  bail» 
upon  the 
Plaintiff  ar- 
resting him  a 
second  time 
for  the  item 
in  respect  of 
which  no  evi- 
dence had 
been  offered 
in  the  first 
action. 


HTHE  PlaintifF  had  arrested  the  Defendant  Pitlj  in  an 
action  for  work  and  labour  done  by  the  Plaintiff  as 
an  attorney.  One  item  of  the  Plain  tifPs  demand  was 
42/.,  for  work  done  under  a  commission  of  bankrupt ; 
but  the  Plaintiff  having  delivered  no  bill  of  this  item 
a  month  before  the  action,  as  the  Chief  Justice  ruled 
at  the  trial  he  ou^rht  to  have  done,  no  evidence  was 
giveiv  to  establish  it :  a  verdict  and  costs  however  were 
obtained  for  the  residue  of  the  demand. 

The  Plaintiff  then  arrested  Piti  a  second  time^ 
for  other  charges  to  the  amount  of  78/. ;  but  in  those 
charges  included  the  42/.  for  bankruptcy  business,  as  to 
which  he  had  given  no  evidence  in  the  former  action. 
In  this  second  action  he  failed  to  establish  the  delivery 
of  a  bill  as  to  the  42/.  a  month  before  the  action,  and 
something  having  been  allowed  by  way  of  set-ofi^  he 
recovered  only  15/.,  whereupon 

Pitif  in  person,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  be  discharged 
on  common  bail,  as  having  been  twice  arrested  for  the 
same  cause  of  action. 


TacUfy  Seijt.  shewed  cause.  The  rule  was  formerly 
very  strict,  and  the  Court  always  discharged  a  defend- 
ant where  he  had  been  arrested  a  second  time  for  the 
same  cause.  But  a  different  practice  now  prevails  (a) : 
and  if  a  plaintiff,  having  misconceived  his  action,  dis» 
continues  and  pays  costs,  he  may  arrest  de  nooom 
Bates  V.  Barry  {b).     Here,  at  the  utmost,   the  Plain- 


er) x5/r.439. 


{b)  %  mil.  381. 
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tiff  had  only  misconceived  his  action  as  to  the  42/.,  IBSO*. 
sapposbg  the  ruling  of  the  Chief  Justice  to  have 
been  correct;  (which  it  was  not;  for  in  Cronoder  v. 
D(ruu{a)i  the  Court  of  Exchequer  held,  that  business 
iu  bankruptcy  is  not  business  in  respect  of  which  an 
attorney  is  compellable  to  deliver  a  bill  a  month  before 
action ;)  the  Plaintiff  was  guilty  of  no  vexation  in  the 
second  arrest;  it  was  only  for  a  portion  of  the  first 
c&use  of  action;  and  the  object  of  the  Court  in  dis* 
chaiging  Defendants  on  a  second  arrest  for  the  same 
cause,  is  merely  to  repress  vexation.    Cox  v.  Chubb.  (&) 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  The  general  rule  is,  that  if  the  Plaintiff 
recovers  costs  in  a  first  action,  the  Defendant  cannot  be 
re^-currested  for  any  part  of  the  same  demand.  In  the 
case  referred  to,  the  plaintiff  had  paid  costs  in  the  first 
action,  and  so  had  been  sufficiently  mulcted. 

In  the  present  case,  42/.,  a  portion  of  the  sum  for 
which  the  Defendant  was  arrested  in  the  second  action, 
I&cmI  been  demanded  in  the  former  action  in  which  the 
Plaintiff  had  obtained  a  verdict  for  part  of  his  demand, 
&i:^d  costs.  The  Defendant  being  arrested  anew  for  this 
^^Ly  is  bis  vexatuspro  eadem  causa,  and  the  case  in  no 
respect  resembles  those  where  the  Plaintiff  has  been 

itilcted  in  the  costs  of  the  first  proceeding.  . 


Gaselee  J.  I  doubt  whether  there  has  been  what 
™Ay  be  termed  vexation  in  this  case ;  but  I  think  the 
l^efendant  should  be  discharged  on  common  bail. 

fiosANQUET  J.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  second 
'^^st  was  vexatious,  within  the  meaning  of  the  prin- 
^Pl«  on  which  Defendants  have  been  discharged  in 

{a)  5  Totmg  tsf  Jan  433*  (^)  a  BL  Rep.  809. 

similar 
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similar  oases,  and  that  therefore  this  rule  ought  to 
made  absolute. 

Ai<DER80N  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  As 
new  trial  was  moved  for,  the  direction  of  the  Ct 
Justice  must  be  taken  with  all  its  consequences;  a 
then  the  case  is  that  of  an  attorney  who  sues  for  i 
amount  of  a  bill  which  he  has  not  delivered  pursuant 
the  statute.  If  he  be  defeated  in  such  an  actiiin,  it 
vexatious  in  law  to  arrest  the  Defendant  a  second  tti 
for  the  same  bill. 

Rule  absolv 


Bonnett  done 
under  a  com- 
mistton  of 
bankruptcy^  is 
not  bunnest 
m  respect  of 
which  an  at- 
torney is  com- 
pellable to 
deliver  a  bill 
a  month  be- 
fore the  action. 


Same  v.  Same, 

nPHE  Plaintiff  having,  as  before  stated,  recovered  oi 
15/.  in  the  second  action,  after  arresting  the  Defei 
ant  PiU  for  78/., 

Pitt  in  person  had  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  be  allov 
his  costs  under  4S  G.  S.  c,  46.  s.  3.,  on  the  ground  tl 
the  arrest  had  been  without  reasonable  or  proba 
cause. 

Taddi/f  who  shewed  cause,  relied  on  Crowder 
Davis  {a\  as  establishing  that  the  Plaintiff  was  1 
bound  to  deliver  the  bill  for  bankruptcy  business 
month  before  tlie  action:  if  so,  the  direction  of  i 
Chief  Justice  was  erroneous,  and  the  Plaintiff  ought 


{a)  3  Toung  Cs  Jar.  433. 
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have  recovered  42/.  more.    (The  propriety  of  the  verdict        18  SO. 
was  also  contested  as  to  the  remaining  items;)  but 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  saying,  that  if  he  had  been  referred 
to  the  case  of  Craooder  v.  Davis  at  the  trial,  he  should 
unquestionably  have  held  differently  as  to  the  delivery 
of  the  bOly  and  that  in  such  case  the  Plaintiff  could  not 
be  said  to  have  arrested  without  probable  cause,  the 
rale  was 

Discharged. 


tM 
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memoranda; 


•  ('  i 


.».. 


■    •  ••       (I*..  '.  .       .  .  i     1...: 

Ik  the  xsotr^e  6f  thd  last  vacation,  William  tlohie  \iM 
John  Ifiiliaf/iSf  EJsquires,  two  of  His  Mfij^y^  cotriwef, 
wdhS' ^pointed  Attorney  and  SolicitoivG^h^al  to' (Ms 
Queen.  ^   ' 

JDorihg  this  term,  Lord  Lijndhurst  resigned  the  Great 
Seali  ahti  \vas  succeeded  in  the  office  of  Lord  Hijgh 
Chancellor,  by  Henry  Brougham^  Esquire,  one  of  His 
Maje«ty*ii  couhsel,  who  was  created  a  peer  of  the  United 
Kingddm  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland^  by  the  name, 
style,  and  title,  of  Baron  Brougham  and  Vav9^'  of 
Brougham^  in  the  county  of  Westmoreland.  His  Lord- 
8hr|^  took  his  ^t  on  the  bench  of  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery on  Thursddif  the  25th  o^  November. 

Mr.  Justice  Bayley  resigned  his  office  of  one  of  ^fe 
Judges  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  and  was  appointed 
a  Baron  of  His  Majesty's  Court  of  Exchequer. 

William  Elias  Taunton^  Esquire,  one  of  His  Majesty's 
counsel,  was  called  to  the  degree  of  the  Coif;  and  was 
appointed  one  of  His  Majesty's  Justices  of  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench,  in  the  room  of  Mr.  Justice  Bayley. 

Edward  Hall  Alderson^  Esquire,  was  at  the  same 
time,  called  to  the  degree  of  the  Coif^  and  appointed  a 
Judge  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas.  Also,  on  the 
same  day,  John  Patteson^  Esquire,  was  called  to  the 
degree  of  the  Coif  and  appointed  a  Judge  of  the  Court 
of  King's  Bench.  They  all  gave  rings  with  the  follow- 
ing 
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iog  mottO)  **  Nee  temeri  nee  timidiy     Soon  afterwards        IIISO* 
they  respecdvely  received  the  honour  of  knighthood. 

Sir  James  Scarlett^  and  Sir  E.  B.  Sugderij  having 
resigned  their  respective  offices  of  Attorney  and  Solici- 
tor-Greneral,  were  succeeded  in  the  same  by  Thomas 
Bnnnaiiy  Esquire,  Common^Serjeant  of  the  dty  of  L<m- 
(fafi,  and  WiUiam  Hcme^  Esquire,  one  of  His  Majesty's 
ooonsel)  who  respectively  received  the  honour  of  knight* 
bood. 

Mn  Williams  and  C.  C  Pepys^  Esquires,  were  ap- 
poialed  Attorney  and  Solicitor-General  to  the  Queen. 

Mn  Heathj  Esquire,  was  called  to  the  degree  of 
the  Coifi  and  gave  rings  with  the  motto,  ^^  MduU  qui 
fftratr 

Shortly  after  this  term,  Mr.  Serjeant  i^panXnV  and  Mr. 
Seijeant  Jones  received  patents  of  precedence;  and 
Thomas  CoUmaUj  Esquire,  was  appointed  one  of  His 
Majesty's  counsel* 
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ARGUED  AND  DETERMINED  1831 


IN   THE 


Court  of  COMMON  PLEAS, 


AVD 


OTHER  COURTS, 


IN 


Hilary  Term^ 

'n  the  First  Year  of  the  Reign  of  William  IV. 


Bull  v.  Price.  ^^^^  13- 

^^RS.  PRICE,  the  owner  of  a  certain  hotel  called  Plaintiff  re- 

the  Key,  in  Chandos  Street,  Cavent  Garden,  had  f^^^^^y^  ^  ^^^ 
^^^ployed  the  Plaintifi*,  a  surveyor,  to  value  her  pro-  veyor,  to 
^^y,  and   negotiate   with   the  commissioners  of  the  n««®*»**e  *« 
^'^aring  Cross  improvements  for  the  sale  of  it.     The  re-  reversionary 

^^er  was  as  follows  :  —  interest  in 

certain  pre- 
^^^  and  to  give  htm  2  per  cent*  on  the  sum  obtained.    The  premises  were  sold  to 
rz^  commissioners  under  the  Charing  Cross  Improvement  Acts»  and  a  jury  awarded 
^^  I^efendant  4000/.     The  premises  were  charged  with  an  annuity  of  80/.  a  year, 
^  ^hich  the  Defendant  had  not  apprised  the  Plaintiff»  and  the  Defendant  declining 

Induce  the  annuitant  to  be  a  ^arty  to  the  conveyance  to  the  commissioners,  they 
^^  ^be  money  into  the  Bank,  where  it  might  be  obtained  by  the  parties  entitled  to 

jJ|POQ  ^plication  to  the  Court  of  Exchequer: 

^^e  money  still  being  in  the  Bank,  held,  that  the  Plaintiff  could  not  recover  the 

^^  c)nl^  commission  on  the  sale. 

■^ou  VIl.  R  « Sir, 
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1831.  **  Sir,  — I  hereby  empower  you  to  negotiate  with  the 

coromissioners  of  woods  and  forests  for  the  sale  of  my 

freehold  ground  in  Chandos  Street  and  Vine  Street^  and 

for  my  reversionary  interest  to  the  increased  value  of 

the  same :  and  also  for  the  benefit  which  I  am  entitled 

to  by  a  clause  in  the  leasehold  held  by  Mr.  Armstrong  of 

No.  23.  C/iandos  Street,   empowering  me   to  give   the 

commissioners  possession  widiout  the  purchase  of  the 

good-will  of  his  business,  and  the  unexpired  term  of  his 

lease.     And  I  hereby  undertake  to  pay  you  2/.  per  cent. 

on  the  sum  which  may  be  obtained  either  by  private 

treaty,  arbitration,  or  trial  by  jury,  for  your  trouble  and 

exertions  on  my  behalf. 

"  C.  Price." 

The  Plaintiff  valued  the  premises,  and  was  in  com- 
munication with  the  commissioners  for  a  considerable 
time:  the  parties,  however,  could  not  agree,  and  the 
value  of  the  premises  was  ultimately  determined  by  a 
jury,  who  awarded  Mrs.  Price  4000Z. 

When  she  was  called  on  to  execute  the  conveyance, 
it  appeared  that  the  property  was  charged  with  an 
annuity  to  the  amount  of  80/.  a  year,  and  the  com- 
missioners required  that  the  annuitant  should  be  a  party 
to  the  conveyance. 

Mrs.  Price  declined  to  assent  to  this,  and  the  payment 
of  the  money  being,  in  consequence,  postponed,  the 
Plaintiff,  who  had  never  been  apprized  by  Mrs.  Price  of 
the  existence  of  the  annuity,  brought  this  action  to 
recover  for  his  services,  2/.  per  cent  on  the  sum  awarded 
by  the  jury. 

After  the  action  was  commenced,  the  commissioners 
paid  the  4000/.  into  the  Bank  of  England^  where  the 
parties  entitled  to  it  were  enabled,  under  the  Charitig 
Crass  improvements'  act,  to  obtain  it  by  application  to 
the  Court  of  Exchequer ;  but  at  the  time  of  the  trial 
Mrs.  Price  had  not  received  any  thing. 

The 


Bull 
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•  The  declaration  contained  a  special  count  on  the       1831. 
above  retainer,  and  counts  for  work  and  labour. 

Upon  proof  of  the   foregoing  circumstances,    Titi" 
id  C.  J.,  before  whom  the  cause  was  tried,  nonsuited        Pricb. 
the  Plaintiff,  on  the  ground   that  Mxs.  Price  had  not 
cUained  the  sum  on  which  he  claimed  his  2/.  per  cent. 

Jones  Serjt.  now   moved   to   set  aside   the  nonsuit. 
Within  the  meaning  of  this  retainer,  and  according  to 
the  plain  intention  of  the  parties,  the  Defendant  must 
be  deemed  to   have  obtained   the  sum  on  which  the 
Plaintiff  was  to  receive  a  per  centage  for  his  services,  as 
soon  as  the  amount  was  awarded  by  the  jury.     If  a 
more  literal  construction  be  put  on  the  word  obtained^ 
the  Plaintiff  may  have  exercised  his  skill,  and  have  be- 
stowed his  labour  for  the  benefit  of  the  Defendant,  and 
jet  be  deprived  of  his  reward  by  circumstances  over  which 
he  could  have  no  control,  or  even  by  the  wilfulness  of 
the  Defendant  herself. 

The  Plaintiff  is  a  surveyor,  not  a  conveyancer ;  he 
is  to  ascertain  the  value  of  the  premises,  not  the  validity 
of  the  title ;  and  he  was  not  even  apprised  of  the  in- 
combrance  which  has  occasioned  the  delay  of' actual 
PByment.  If  the  incumbrance  should  turn  out  to  be 
greater  in  amount  than  the  value  of  the  property,  the 
Defendant,  literally  speaking,  would  obtain  nothing 
^m  the  sale  of  it,  and  yet  she  would  have  had  the  full 
benefit  of  the  Plaintiff's  services  in  the  valuation  of  the 
property  by  which  she  was  enabled  to  discharge  the 
incumbrance.  But  the  money  having  been  paid  by  the 
commissioners  into  the  bank,  it  is  the  fault  of  the  De- 
fendant, if  she  declines  to  execute  the  conveyance  which 
would  entitle  her  to  obtain  it.  In  Horford  v.  Wilson  (a), 
u^  defendant  promised  to  pay  the  plaintiff  51.  if  he 
would  provide  a  tenant  for  certain  premises,  and  get 

[a)  z  Taunt.  la. 

R  2  him 


.^f 
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1831.  him  350/.  for  his  lease ;  the  plaintiff  procured  one  Stevens 
with  whom  the  defendant  entered  into  an  agreement, 
and  received  50/.  as  a  deposit.  The  defendant  after- 
wards released  Stevens  from  his  engagement,  but  re- 
tained the  50/. :  and  it  was  held,  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  recover  his  5/.  from  the  defendant. 
A  rnle  nisi  having  been  granted, 

Wilde  Serjt  shewed  cause.  The  Plaintiff  might  have 
stipulated  that  he  should  do  no  more  than  value  the 
premises,  and  that  he  should  be  paid  for  the  valuation 
at  all  events.  But  he  has  undertaken  to  negotiate  for 
the  sale  of  Defendant's  reversionary  interest,  and  to  be 
paid  in  proportion  to  the  sum  that  should  be  obtained  for 
the  same :  it  was  therefore  his  duty  to  ascertain  the  in- 
cumbrances on  the  property,  in  order  to  set  a  value  on  the 
reversionary  interest,  and  his  assistance  may  be  further 
required  before  it  can  be  determined  what  the  Defend- 
ant shall  obtain.  The  payment  into  the  Bank,  therefore, 
does  not  alter  the  case.  In  Horford  v.  Wilson,  the 
transaction  was  complete  as  far  as  regarded  th6  agree- 
ment between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant;  for  the  plaintiff 
had  procured  a  tenant  according  to  his  undertaking, 
and  the  defendant  had  actually  received  a  deposit  on 
the  lease.  It  was  by  the  act  of  the  defendant,  that  the 
tenant  did  not  continue  to  occupy. 

Jones.  It  is  also  the  act  of  the  Defendant  here,  that 
she  has  not  obtained  the  money  which  the  Plaintiff  has 
put  her  into  a  condition  to  obtain.  Upon  paying  off 
the  incumbrance,  or  inducing  the  annuitant  to  join  in 
the  conveyance,  the  money  at  the  Bank  is  hers. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  The  question  turns  on  the  legal  con- 
struction of  the  agreement  between  these  parties.  Look- 
ing at  the  retainer,  we  find  that  the  Defendant  offers  to 

the 
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the  Plaintifi^  to  employ  him  in   negotiating  with  the        1 881. 
commis3ioners  for  the  sale  of  her  premises ;  not  for  an        ^" 
agreement  for  the  sale  of  them.  t>. 

That  goes  some  way  towards  enabling  the  Court  to  Phice. 
put  a  construction  on  the  agreement;  but  looking  to 
the  language  at  the  end,  we  find  the  Plaintiff  is  to  have 
2  per  cent,  not  on  the  sum  which  may  be  agreed  on, 
or  awarded,  or  ascertained  by  a  jury,  but  on  the  sum 
which  may  be  obtained  by  the  Defendant 

Coupling  that  with  the  former  part,  I  think  the  com- 
mission was  to  be  proportioned  to  the  sum  actually 
obtained,  that  is,  received  by  the  Defendant 

It  has  been  urged,  that  upon  this  construction  of  the 
agreement,  the  Plaintiff's  remuneration  may  be  indefi- 
nitely postponed,  or  his  claim  be  defeated  by  the  wilful 
act  of  the  Defendant     But  such  conduct  on  her  part 
could  not  have  been  set  up  as  an  answer  to  this  action. 
The  Plaintiff,  in  order  to  sustain  his  present  demand, 
is  bound  to  shew  that  he  is  entitled  to  a  compensation, 
upon   the  value   of   the   Defendant's    property   being 
ascertained,  and  before   it  has  been  obtained  by  her. 
"That  might  be  extremely  inconvenient  to  the  seller  of  an 
estate,  uncertain  at  what  time  she   may  be  paid ;    it 
might  also  be  extremely  unjust,  because  a  small  part 
only  of  the  ascertained  value  might   turn   out  to   be 
ultimately  payable  to  her ;  and  I  cannot  agree  that  the 
engagement  is  to  be  viewed  in  a  different  light  because 
the  Plaintiff  is  a  surveyor :  if  he  choose  to  enter  into 
such  an  engageipent,  he  ought,  out  of  the  stipulated 
remuneration,  to  employ  those  who  have  the  appropriate 
skill  for  the  investigation  of  title. 

The  Plaintiff,  therefore,  has  commenced  his  action, 
not  only  before  the  Defendant  has  received  the  amount 
ascertained,  but  before  it  has  been  actually  ascertained 
^hat  she  is  entitled  to  receive ;  for  the  money  paid  by 
the  commissioners  into  the  Bank  is  only  to  be  got  at  by 

R  3  on 


Bull 
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1831  •  an  application  to  the  Court  of  Exchequer  on  the  part  of 
those  who  are  entitled  to  receive  it,  and  the  annuitant 
must  be  paid. 

Price.  The  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Gaselee  J.  Without  determining  what  would  have 
been  the  effect  if  the  precise  value  of  the  Defendant's 
reversionary  interest  had  been  paid  into  the  Bank,  it 
seems  to  me  that  the  value  of  that  interest  has  not  yet 
been  ascertained,  because  the  value  of  the  annuity  has 
never  been  determined.  On  this  ground,  therefore,  I 
think  the  nonsuit  ought  not  to  be  set  aside. 

BosAMQUET  J.  I  think  this  action  has  been  com- 
menced too  soon,  and  that  the  nonsuit  ought  not  to  be 
set  aside.  The  intention  of  the  parties  was,  that  the 
Plaintiff  should  receive  two  per  cent,  when  the  sum  to 
be  obtained  by  the  sale  of  the  premises  should  come  to 
the  disposition  of  the  Defendant.  The  receipt  of  the 
money  has  not  been  obstructed,  nor  the  remuneration  of 
the  Plaintiff  been  delayed  by  any  wilful  act  on  the  part  of 
the  Defendant,  but  the  time  has  not  come  for  the 
payment  of  the  sum  upon  which  the  Plaintiff  is  to  be 
allowed  the  commission  of  two  per  cent.  In  Horford 
V.  Wilsony  the  pleadings  are  not  stated,  but  the  defend- 
ant, by  discharging  the  tenant  from  his  undertaking, 
prevented  the  continuance  of  the  tenancy  which  tlie 
plaintiff  had  stipulated  to  procure. 

Rule  discharged,  (a) 

In  this  case  the  Defendant  died  after  the  rule  nisi  to 
set  aside  the  nonsuit  had  been  obtained  ; 

Upon  which  Jones  objected,  that  there  having  been 
neither   verdict  nor   judgment    the    suit    abated.     la 

{a)  Park  J.  and  Aldenon  J.  were  absent. 

Totdmin 
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Toidmin  ▼•  Anderson  (a),  where  the  Court,  under  similar  I8SK 

circumstances,  held  that  judgment  might  be  entered  up  BuliT 
nunc  pro  tuncy  a  verditt  had  been  taken,  subject  to  a  v. 

motion  to  enter  a  nonsuit ;  but  Pwc^ 

7%e  Court  held,  that  as  judgment  of  nonsuit  would 
have  been  entered  up,  but  for  the  act  of  the  Plaintiff  in 
obtaining  the  rule  nisit  the  suit  did  not  abate. 

(a)  z  Taunt.  %%t. 


Parry  v.  Duncan.  Jan.  15. 

TOEPLEVIN.    The  Defendant  avowed  for  rent  ap-  x.  The  mere 
rear,  and  upon  a  considerable  length  of  pleading  "*"?^^    , 
two  issues  were  raised :  one,  riens  in  arriere  ;  the  other,  tenant  from 

Uiat  the  Plaintiff  had  fraudulently  removed  the  goods  premises  de- 

^  .  ,       ,.  ^  mi8ed>  when 

to  avoid  a  distress.  „„. .  .    ^_ 

rent  is  in  ar- 

At  the  trial  a  witness  deposed  to  an  admission  by  the  rear,  is  noty  of 

Plaintiff  that  rent  was  due  from  him  to  the  Defendant,  ^•*^'  ^*"'*" 

ulent  as 

mod  it  was  proved  that  he  had  been  seen  to  carry  candle-  against  the 
sUck^  in  his  hand  from  the  premises  in  respect  of  which  landlord;  to 
the  rent  had  accrued,  (certain  chambers  in  Graj/s  Inn,)  {g^^i^j^  j^ 
to  the  premises  on  which  the  distress  was  made.     This,  pursuing  them 
however,  was  done  openly,  and  there  was  no  evidence    *  "^"'^ '  *^ 
to  shew  that  no  goods  remained  on  the  premises  in  were  removed 
Gray's  Inn.  ^^^  a  ^'»«^. 

The  jury,  disbelieving  the  witness  who  spoke  to  the  ^^^ 
supposed   admission   by   the   Plaintiff,  found    that    no      2.  In  re- 
rent  was  in  arrear.     Upon  the  other  issue  there  was  no  Sj^^'^g*^ 

finding.  for  the  PlaintiflT, 

the  Court  will 
not  grant  a  new  trial,  even  on  payment  of  costs,  without  very  clear  grounds ;  for  the 
landlord  has  other  remedies  for  his  rent>  and  a  new  trial  would  renew  the  liability  of 
the  sureties,  and  the  FlaintifTs  risk  of  paying  double  costs. 

R  4  E^Lcnioes 
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£•  L(t(X3es  Serjt.  moved  for  a  new  trial  on  payment  of 
costs,  on  the  ground  that  the  verdict  was  against  the 
evidence  upon  the  issue  of  riens  in  arriere^  and  that 
there  was  evidence  enough  to  warrant  a  finding  for  the 
Defendant  on  the  issue  that  the  goods  had  been  fraudu- 
lendy  removed  to  elude  a  distress.  He  cited  Opperman 
V.  Smith  {a\  and  relied  on  the  principle  laid  down  by 
Best  J.,  that  **  it  is  the  duty  of  every  tenant,  when  he 
is  about  to  quit  his  residence,  to  pay  his  landlord  his 
rent  before  he  removes  his  goods,  and  the  fact  of  re- 
moving the  goods  before  the  rent  is  paid,  or  in  any 
manner  provided  for,  implies  something  very  like  an 
intention  to  evade  the  payment  altogether." 


Wilde  Serjt.  shewed  cause.  In  Opperman  v.  Smith 
the  Defendant  shewed  that  no  goods  were  left  on  the 
premises  in  respect  of  which  the  rent  accrued.  The 
language  of  Best  J.  must  be  taken  with  a  view  to  that 
circumstance,  or  has  been  stated  in  too  unqualified  a 
way  by  the  reporter.  It  would  be  absurd  to  say,  that 
every  removal  of  goods  by  a  tenant  is  fraudulent  as 
against  his  landlord  if  rent  be  in  arrear ;  for  the  goods 
may  be  removed  for  an  honest  purpose,  as,  to  avoid  a 
fire.    Here,  the  removal  was  not  so  much  as  clandestine. 


E^  L/vmes.  If  the  removal  be  for  the  purpose  of 
eluding  a  distress,  it  is  fraudulent  as  against  the  land- 
lord, even  though  it  be  not  clandestine;  for  the  statute 
11  G.  2.  c.  19.,  enables  the  landlord  to  pursue  the 
goods  for  thirty  days,  when  the  removal  is  clandestine 
or  fraudulent ;  and  it  is  a  fraud  in  law,  if  the  landlord 
be  by  any  kind  of  removal  deprived  of  the  means  of 
obtaining  his  rent.  The  present  is  a  case  of  great 
hardship,   for  if  a  new  trial  be  refused,   the  landlord 


(a)  4A&fi?.  33. 


loses 
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loses  rent  which  the  tenant  has  admitted  to  be  due,  and 
incars  besides  the  expense  of  voluminous  pleadings. 

TiNDAL  J.  We  should  pause  in  discharging  this  rule, 
if  the  consequence  of  our  discharging  it  were  to  deprive 
the  Defendant  of  all  remedy  for  his  rent.  But  he  may 
still  recover  that,  if  it  be  due,  in  an  action  for  use  and 
occupation ;  while,  on  the  other  hand,  if  we  were  to 
make  the  rule  absolute,  the  PlaintifF  might,  by  the 
result  of  another  trial,  be  called  on  to  pay  double  costs, 
and  his  sureties  be  rendered  subject  to  a  liability  from 
which  they  are  now  exempt. 

Under  such  circumstances  we  ought  not  to  set  aside 

the  verdict,  unless  there  are  clear  grounds  for  doing  so. 

I  have  some  doubt  whether  the  issue  which  has  been 

found  for  the  PlaintiflF  was  correctly  found  by  the  jury ; 

but  before  the  Defendant  can  ultimately  succeed,  he 

must  establish  the  second  issue,  namely,  that  the  goods 

Were  fraudulently  removed;    and   upon    the   evidence 

which  has  been  offered  there  is  nothing  to  make  that 

out ;  nothing  to  shew  that  the  goods  were  removed  with 

the  view  to  elude  a  distress,  or  that  no  goods  remained 

on  the  premises  demised.     It  seems  to  me  that,  under 

these    circumstances,   no    sufficient    ground   has  been 

shewn  for  sending  the  cause  down  again. 


1881. 


BosANgUET  J.  I  think  there  is  no  ground  for  a  new 
trial  in  this  case.  I  should  have  been  better  satisfied 
if  the  verdict  on  the  issue  of  riens  in  arriere  had  been 
the  other  way ;  it  would,  however,  be  of  no  use  to  send 
the  cause  down  again,  unless  it  were  shewn  that  the. 
other  issue  would  probably  be  found  for  the  Defendant, 
a  result  which  the  evidence  before  us  would  by  no  means 
justify.  In  the  case  referred  to  it  was  shewn  that  the 
premises  demised  were  stripped  of  property. 


ALD£R60£r 
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Alderson  J.  I  concur  with  the  rest  of  the  Coart. 

To  warrant  us  in  setting  aside  this  verdict,  we  inust 
be  satisfied,  not  only  that  the  finding  on  the  first  issue 
is  wrong,  but  that  the  Defendant  is  likely  to  succeed  on 
the  second  issue  if  the  cause  be  sent  down  again.  There 
is,  however,  nothing  before  us  to  shew  that  the  goods 
were  removed  with  a  view  to  deprive  the  landlord  of  hb 
distress. 

Rule  discharged. 


Jan.  15  • 


Bleaden  V.  Charles. 


A  deposited 
with  the  De- 
fendant as  a 
security  for 
goods  sold,  a 
bill  accepted 
by  Plaintiff, 
for  which 
Plaintiff  had 
received  no 
value. 
H.  after- 


JSSUMPSIT  for  money  paid  by  the  Plaintiff  to  the 
use  of  the  Defendant,  under  the  following  circum- 
stances :  — 

Early  in  the  last  year,  one  Hat/f  who  was  indebted 
to  the  Plaintifi^  upon  a  certain  emergency  drew  a  bill 
for  68/.  155.,  which  the  Plaintiff  accepted  and  delivered 
to  Hay  to  assist  him  in  his  difficulty. 

Hai/f  however,  got  over  the  difficulty  without  having 
recourse  to  the  bill,  and  shortly  afterwards  gave  it  up  to 
^  i'^and  ^^®  P'aintifF;  but  before  the  Plaintiff  had  destroyed  it„ 
asked  for  the     Hay  bargained  with  the  Defendant  for  20/.   worth  of 

restoration  of     goods,  which  the   Defendant   refused   to   sell   without 
the  bill ;  but  •        r  i  r-r  ' 

the  Defendant  some   security   for   payment ;    whereupon    Hay    again 

indorsed  it  for  obtained  from  the  Plaintiff  the  bill  for  68/.  155.,  which 

va  ue  to    .       j^^  indorsed,  and,  disclosing:  the  circumstances  under 

who  sued  the  . 

Plaintiff  and      which  it  had  been  obtained,  placed  in  the  hand  of  thQ 

recovered:        Defendant  as  a  security  for  the  payment  of  the  goods  in 
That  the      question  ;  the  goods  were  thereupon  delivered  to  Hay. 

Plaintiff  might       Hay  afterwards  paid  for  them  by  a  check  on  his 
recover  of  the 

Defendant  the  amount  of  the  bill  in  an  action  for  money  paid  to  the  use  of  Defendant, 
but  not  the  costs  of  the  action  by  G,  against  Plaintiff. 

banker, 


IN  THE  First  Year  of  WILLIAM  IV. 


247 


banker,  and  requested  the  Defendant  to  restore  the 
Mlfor  68^  1 5s.  Hay,  however,  being  still  indebted  to 
the  Defendant  to  a  considerable  amount,  the  Defend- 
ant refused  to  restore  the  bill,  and  afterwards  indorsed 
it  to  one  Henderson^  to  whom  he  was  himself  indebted. 
Henderson  sued  the  Plaintiff,  who  was  thereupon  obliged 
to  pay  the  bill  and  the  costs  of  the  action. 

The  Plaintiff  then  commenced  this  suit  against  the 
Defendant,  for  the  amount  of  the  bill  and  the  costs  of 
Haiderson^s  action. 

The  declaration  contained  a  special  count,  and  a 
connt  for  money  paid,  but  the  special  count  was 
abandoned. 

Gaselee  J.,  before  whom  the  cause  was  tried,  left  it 
to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  bill  was  left  as  a  security 
for  the  20/.  worth  of  goods  supplied  by  the  Defendant 
to  Hflry,  or  for  the  whole  of  Haj/s  debt. 

The  jury  found  that  the  bill  was  lefc  as  a  security  for 
those  goods  only,  and  gave  a  verdict  for  the  Plaintiff 
for  the  amount  of  the  bill  and  the  costs  of  Henderson^s 
action.  An  objection  having  been  made  on  the  part  of 
^e  Defendant,  that  the  action  did  not  lie,  the  learned 
•'udge  saved  the  point;  whereupon 
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Spanitey  Serjt,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  enter  a  nonsuit 
''^stead  of  the  verdict,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no 
Privity  between  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant,  and  that, 
^^refore,  the  money  could  not  be  said  to  have  been 
P^d  to  the  use  of  tlie  latter.  At  all  events  the  Defend- 
*^t  was  not  responsible  for  the  costs  of  Henderson^s 
*^^on,  which  the  Plaintiff  ought  not  to  have  resisted. 


Wilde  Serjt  shewed  cause.  By  the  deposit  of  the 
*^ill  in  the  Defendant's  hands,  the  Plaintiff  became  a 
surety  to  the  Defendant  for  Hay^  and  that  would  raise  a 

sufficient 
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Bleaden 
Charles. 


sufficient  privity  between  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant,  if 
privity  be  necessary  to  the  support  of  the  action.  But 
the  Plaintiff  having,  by  the  neglect  or  bad  faith  of  the 
Defendant,  been  compelled  to  pay  a  sura  of  money  of 
which  the  Defendant  has  had  the  advantage,  the 
Plainti£F  is  entided  to  recover  it  in  an  action  for  money 
paid  to  the  use  of  the  Defendant.  In  Exall  v.  Par^ 
tridge  («),  where  the  goods  of  a  stranger  on  the  premises 
of  a  tenant  were  distrained  by  the  landlord  for  rent  in 
arrear,  and  the  stranger  was  obliged  to  pay  the  rent  to 
redeem  them,  it  was  held  that  the  stranger  might 
maintain  assumpsit  for  money  paid  to  the  use  of  the 
original  lessees,  who  were  bound  by  their  covenants 
to  the  landlord,  although  some  of  them  had,  to  the 
knowledge  of  the  Plaintiff,  before  he  placed  his  goods  on 
the  premises,  assigned  their  interest  to  one  of  the  co- 
lessees,  who  was  in  the  exclusive  possession  at  the  time. 
The  principle,  that  a  party  who  takes  negotiable  in- 
struments without  due  enquiry  is  liable  to  the  issuer 
of  them,  was  acted  upon  in  Dortxm  v.  Hailing  {b\ 
where  the  owner  of  a  check,  drawn  upon  a  banker 
for  50/.,  having  lost  it  by  accident,  it  was  tendered, 
five  days  after  the  date,  to  a  shopkeeper  in  payment 
of  goods  purchased  to  the  value  of  6/.  lOs.,  and  he 
gave  the  purchaser  the  amount  of  the  check,  after 
deducting  the  value  of  the  goods  purchased:  the 
shopkeeper  the  next  day  presented  the  check  at  the 
bankers,  and  received  the  amount :  it  was  held,  that  in 
an  action  brought  by  the  person  who  lost  the  check, 
against  the  shopkeeper  to  recover  the  value  of  the 
check,  the  jury  were  properly  directed  to  find  for  the 
plaintiff,  if  they  thought  the  defendant  had  taken  the 
check  under  circumstances  which  ought  to  have  excited 


(fl)  8  T.  R.  308. 


(h)  AB.lffC.  330 


the 
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the  suspicion  of  a  prudent  man.  In  Pon/mal  v.  Fer- 
rand{a)f  the  indorser  of  a  bill,  being  sued  by  the  holder, 
paid  him  part  of  the  sum  mentioned  in  the  bill :  and  it 
was  held,  that  he  might  recover  the  same  from  the  ac- 
ceptor, in  an  action  for  money  paid  to  his  use. 

(The  claim  to  the  costs  of  Henderson's  action  was 
abandoned.) 


S49 
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Spankie.  The  action   for  money  paid  does   not  lie 
unless  there  be  some  compulsion  on  the  Plaintiff,  arising 
out  of  an  antecedent  privity.   Here  there  was  no  commu- 
nication between  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant  as  to  the 
terms   on    which   Hay  had   obtained   the   bill  of  the 
Plaintiff;  the  bill  was  passed  to  the  Defendant  in  the 
usual  way,  and  there  is  no  ground  for  contending  that 
the  Plaintiff  was  security  for  Hay.   In  ExaU  v.  PartHdge 
and  Pcnonal  v.  Ferrand^  the  money  was  paid  directly 
and  immediately  to  the  use  of  the  defendants.     Damn 
T.  Hailing  was  a  case  of  negligence  in   the  defendant, 
and  the  proper  action  would  have  been  trover,  but  the 
plaintiff  elected  to  waive  the  tort 


TiNDAL  C.  J.  It  seems  to  me  that  this  transaction 

^'^ounts  to  money  paid  by  the  Plaintiff  for  the  use  of 

^^  Defendant.     The  money  has  been  paid  by  him  in  a 

^^y  which  has  been  serviceable  to  the  Defendant,  and 

^n^re  appears   to   have   been  a  privity  between   them 

^'^sing  out  of  the  manner  in  which  the  bill  was  obtained 

*^cl   deposited    as    a    security,    the   Defendant    being 

apprised  that  nothing  was  due  from  the  Plaintiff  to 

^<ay.    But   it  is   clear   that  after  Hay  had  paid   the 

defendant  for  the  goods,  the  indorsement  of  the  bill  by 

the  Defendant  was  wrongful,  and  the  payment  by  the 

Plaintiff   upon    Henderson's    suing    him,   compulsory. 


{a)  6-B.  6fC.  439- 


There 
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There  has  been,  therefore,  a  compulsory  pft3nnent  by 
the  Plaintiff,  induced  by  an  act  of  the  Defendant;  an 
act  of  which  he  has  l)ad  the  full  benefit.  That,  is  money 
paid  to  the  Defendant's  use.  If  the  Defendant  bad 
sued  the  Plaintiff  on  the  bill,  the  circumstances  under 
which  it  was  deposited,  and  the  payment  by  Hay, 
would  have  been  a  good  answer  to  the  action  ;  it  would 
be  singular,  therefore,  if  he  could  put  the  bill  in  circu- 
lation, and  make  the  Plaintiff  pay  the  amount  for  his 
benefit,  indirectly,  without  rendering  himself  liable  to 
repayment. 


Oaselee  J.  The  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  I  put  it  on  the  ground  that  where  the 
price  of  the  goods  for  which  the  bill  was  deposited  as  a 
security  was  tendered  or  paid,  the  Defendant  had  no 
longer  any  right  to  the  bill,  but  was  in  the  condition  of 
a  person  who  had  simply  found  it.  The  Plaintiff, 
therefore,  was  compelled  to  pay  by  the  wrongful  act  of 
the  Defendant,  and  as  the  Defendant  had  the  benefit  of 
the  payment,  the  money  must  be  considered  as  paid  to 
his  use. 


BosANQUET  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Plaintiff  b 
entitled  to  recover  for  money  paid  to  the  use  of  the 
Defendant.  The  Defendant  was  in  possession  of  an 
acceptance  of  the  Plaintiff  which  he  had  no  right  to 
retain,  much  less  to  make  use  of.  No  value  had  been 
received  by  the  acceptor,  nor  after  the  payment  by 
Hay  had  any  been  given  by  the  Defendant.  Nevertheless 
he  negotiates  the  bill  and  the  Plaintiff  is  compelled  to 
pay  it.  Even  if  he  had  negotiated  it  with  the  consent 
of  the  Plaintiff,  it  would  have  been  the  ordinary  case  of 
an  accommodation  bill,  in  which  the  acceptor  would 
have  been  entitled  to  recover  the  amount  again ;  and 

as 
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88  the  case  stands,  the  moRcy  has  clearly  been  paid  to 
the  use  of  the  Defendant. 


Alderson  J.  The  money  was  clearly  paid  to  the 
use  of  the  Defendant,  inasmuch  as  it  released  him  from 
so  much  of  his  debt  to  Henderson.  The  Plaintiff, 
therefore,  is  entitled  to  recover. 

Rule  discharged. 
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BucKwoRTH  V.  Levy. 

INDORSEE  against  drawer. 

The  affidavit  to  hold  to  bail  was,  *^  that  the  De- 

(fldant  wal  justly  and  truly  indebted  to  the  Plaintiff  in 
^  sum  of  1115/.  on  a  bill  of  exchange,  drawn  by  the 
^fendant  on  the  firm  of  Cooper  and  Levy^  for  the  pay- 
^Tit,  of  the  said  sum  to  the  Plaintiff  or  his  order  at  a 
^J  now  past." 


Jan.  17. 


lu  an  action 
by  indorsee 
against  drawer, 
the  affidavit  to 
hold  to  bail 
must  allege 
the  default  of 
the  acceptor. 


Spankte  Serjt.  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the 
bail-bond,  on  the  ground  that  this  affidavit  was  insuf- 
ficient, as  not  shewing  that  the  bill  had  been  dishonoured 
hy  the  acceptor.  According  to  the  language  of  the 
Court  in  Machu  v.  Frascr  (a),  every  word  in  the  affida- 
vit might  be  true,  and  yet  the  Plaintiff  might  have  no 
^ght  to  arrest  the  Defendant 

^ones  Serjt.  shewed  cause  against  the  rule,  when  the 
Court,  referring  to  the  ordinary  form  of  affidavit  in 
*^*ons  by  indorsee  against  drawer  as  set  out  in  Tidd^s 
"Appendix,  where  the   defendant  is   alleged   to  be  in- 


[a)  7  Taunt,  171. 


debted 
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18S1.        debted  on  the  default  of  the  acceptor,  called  on  Jonei 
Bdckworih    ^  ^ovaX.  out  a  case  in  which  an  aflSdavit,  such  as  the 
V.  present,  had  been  held  sufficient  in  an  action  against  the 

Levy.  drawer :  Hughes  v,  Brett  {a)  was  an  action  against  the 
acceptor.  The  learned  Serjt  did  not  cite  any  such 
case,  but  insisted  that,  according  to  the  dictates  of 
common  sense,  the  drawer  could  not  be  indebted  to 
the  indorser  on  a  bill  payable  at  a  day  past,  unless 
there  had  been  a  default  on  the  part  of  the  acceptor. 
[^Alderson  J.  That  is  stating  the  debt  argumentatively, 
and  not  positively.]  It  is  sufficient  if  a  prim&Jacie 
liability  be  alleged.  Payment  by  the  acceptor  would  be 
matter  of  defence.  If  the  affidavit  ought  to  allege  the 
default  of  the  acceptor,  it  ought  also  to  allege  notice 
thereof  to  the  drawer,  in  which  case  it  must  be  framed 
with  the  precision  of  a  declaration,  and  contain  all  the 
averments  necessary  to  be  proved  at  the  trial.  No  case 
has  decided  that  the  affidavit  in  an  action  against  the 
drawer  must  allege  the  default  of  the  acceptor. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  The  drawer  of  a  bill  of  exchange  is 
not  primarily  liable  to  the  holder,  but  only  on  failure  of 
payment  by  the  acceptor,  and  though  the  affidavit  to 
hold  to  bail  need  not  be  framed  with  the  precision  of  a 
declaration,  enough  should  appear  to  shew  that  the 
obligation,  which  is  not  primary,  has  been  incurred. 
There  is  nothing  on  the  present  affidavit,  which  dis- 
closes that  the  Defendant's  liability  has  been  incurred, 
and  there  is  no  reason  why  the  Court  should  struggle  to 
support  a  party  who  has  not  followed  the  ordinary  form 
employed  on  similar  occasions. 

Park  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  whole 
argument  in  support  of  the  affidavit  rests  on  the  word 

(a)  6  Bingb,  i^g. 

indebted; 
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indebted  i  but  that  of  itself  is  not  sufficient,  for  the  1881« 
PhintifF  must  shew  h(m  the  Defendant  is  indebted, 
and  a  drawer  is  not  even  primarily  liable  till  there  has 
been  a  de&ult  on  the  part  of  the  acceptor.  The  argu- 
ment, that  if  the  default  of  the  acceptor  be  alleged, 
notice  thereof  to  the  drawer  ought  also  to  be  alleged,  is 
without  weight ;  for  there  are  cases  in  which  notice  to 
the  drawer  is  not  necessary :  in  all  cases  the  want  of  it 
is  matter  of  defence  alone,  and  does  not  discharge  the 
drawer  from  his  primd  facie  liability. 

BosANfiUET  J.  I  think  the  rule  should  be  absolute; 
I  rest  on  the  ground  that  it  is  part  of  the  ordinary 
ibnn  of  affidavit  in  an  action  against  the  drawer  to 
all^  the  default  of  the  acceptor;  and  a  party  who 
neglects  to  adopt  the  ordinary  form  has  no  claim  to  the 
fiiwar  of  the  Court. 

Alderson  J.  The  principle  is,  that  the  defendant 
mast  be  shewn  by  the  affidavit  to  have  been  indebted 
Hflome  one  moment  The  moment  there  has  been  a 
de&ult  on  the  part  of  the  acceptor  the  drawer  becomes 
liible,  and  it  is  not  necessary  for  the  affidavit  to  go 
farther;  the  rest  is  matter  of  defence.  But  it  must  be 
sbewQ  haw  the  defendant  is  indebted ;  and  a  drawer 
only  becomes  indebted  to  the  holder  by  the  default  of 
the  acceptor. 

Rule  absolute. 


Vou  VIL 


tu 
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Jan,  I9< 


Habe  V.  RicKARDS  and  Another. 


"  London,  2d  Oct.  182' 
"  To  Mr.  Joseph  Hare^  Great  Warwick  Street. 

"  Sir,  —  We  hereby  undertake  to  pay  you,  agreeab 
to  instructions  from  Mr.  JbAn  JVrentmoref  the  sum. 
1262/.  5s.  6d.  on  his  account,  as  soon  as  we  shall  ha** 


Hdd,  that  in-      ASSUMPSIT  on  the  following  undertaking :  — 

tcrctt  was  not    "^ 

payable  on  the 

following  in- 

ttrument, 

given  by  the 

Defendants  to 

the  Plaintiff: 

_«We 

hereby  under- 

you,  affreeably  received  from  Messrs.  Rain  and  Ramsay^  of  'New  Sou/^S^ 
to  instructions    JVales^  the  amount  of  monies  in  their  hands  belons*. 

from  J  W  ' 

u  c       in^   to   Mr,  Wrentmore^    and   now   under   attachmea 

the  sum  of  o 

xa6a/.  on  his    by  you. 

account,  as  cc  Rickards,  MACKINTOSH,  and  Co." 

soon  as  we 
shall  have  re- 
ceived from 
J^  and  JR.,  of 
Nevj  South 
PTaleSf  the 
amount  of 
monies  in  their 
hands  belong- 
ing to  J,  fV*9 
and  now  un- 
der attach- 
ment by  you." 

By  the  in- 
structions from  Rain  and  Ramsay ^   of  New  South-  fVales^  the  sum  o 

/.  fr.t  the        1262/.  5s.  6d.  out  of  the  said  monies,  when  3'ou  shaL/ 
payment  was  .       .  rm  .  1  . 

to  be  taken  in  receive  it  on  my  account.      1  be  said  payment  to  be 

discharge  of     taken  by  Mr.  Hare  in  discharge  of  a  bill  for  1262/.  5s.  6d. 
J.  1^/9  at  nine  ^^^ed  this  day  at  nine  months  date,  and  which  bill  I 

months  after 

date,  in  the  hands  of  Plaintiff*,  and  which  Defendants  were  to  receive  from  him  on 

payment  of  the  ia6a/« 

.    mu8t 


The  instructions  referred  to  in  this  undertaking  were 
as  follow :  — 

"  To  Messrs.  Rickards,  Mackintosh,  and  ,Co. 

Gentlemen,  —  I  hereby  authorize  and  request  you  to 
pay  to  Mr.  Joseph  Hare,  in  consideration  of  his  having 
agreed  to  release  an  attachment  on  certain  monies  oK 
mine  which  is  to  come  into  your  hands  from  Messrs^  * 
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most  request  of  you  to  receive  from  M.r.Hare  at  the        1851. 
time  of  payment  as  a  sufficient  discbarge. 

"  1st  Oct.  1827."  «  J.  Wrentmore," 

A  sufficient  sum  for  the  discbarge  of  the  Defendants* 
undertaking  arrived  from  New  South  Wales  in  the  hands 
of  the  Defendants  by  the  month  of  February  1828. 
But  Wrentmore  having,  at  the  date  of  the  undertaking, 
more  than  4000/.  in  the  hands  of  Rain  and  Ramsay,  a 
contest  arose  on  the  construction  of  the  instrument: 
Whether  the  Defendants  were  bound  to  pay  the  Plain- 
tiff on  the  arrival  of  a  sufficient  amount  from  Nem  South 
Wales  i  or  whether  they  were  entitled  to  postpone  ihh 
payment  till  the  arrival  of  the  whole  4000/.,  and  the 
discharge  of  any  lien  they  might  have  on  the  same? 

The  Court  taking  into  consideration  IVrentmore's  in- 
structions, which  they  considered  as  incorporated  by 
reference  in  the  Defendants'  undertaking,  held,  th&t  the 
Defendants  were  bound  to  pay  on  the  first  arrival  of  a 
sufficient  amount  from  Rain  and  Ramsay :  and  the  ver- 
dict having  been  entered  for  1262/.  5s.  6d.  after  the 
discussion  of  a  rule  to  set  it  aside, 

Wilde  Serjt  moved  to  increase  it  by  the  amount  of 
interest  on  the  sum  from  the  time  of  its  arrival  in 
England.    ^ 

Taddy  Siud  Stephen  Serjts.  shewed  cause.  The  rule 
as  to  interest  is  now  well  settled.  It  is  confined  to  bills 
of  exchange  and  like  instruments;  to  contracts  expressly 
resek^ing  interest;  and  contracts  which  carry  it  by  mer- 
cantile usage.  Gordon  v.  Swan  (a),  Foster  and  Others 
▼.  Weston  (6),  Page  v.  Newman  (c),  Higgins  v.  Sargent,  (rf) 
In  Amott  v.  Redfem  (e),  the  assumpsit  was  on  a  Scotch 

(a)  la  Easi^  4x9*  (^  1  B.  &f  C.  348. 

\h)  6  Bingb.  709.  (#)  3  Bingb.  353. 


(0  9J3.^C.379. 


S  2  judg- 
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1831.  jddgtnent,  which  carries  interest  in  Scotland  ;  and  on  that 
ground  it  was  holden  that  interest  might  be  considered 
in  calculating  the  amount  of  the  damages.  In  Slack  v. 
IjCtwcU^(a\  the  defendant  had  promised  to  pay  for  goods 
by  a  bill  of  exchange.  It  was  holden,  therefore,  that 
he  was  liable  to  interest,  which  he  must  have  paid  i£ 
he  had  given  the  bill. 

Wilde  and  Spanlcie  Seijts.   in   support  of  the  rule« 
The  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  interest  according  to  the 
principle  in  Slack  v.  LoxvelL     He  would  have  recovered 
it  in  an  action  on  JVretitmores  bill,  had  he  sued  on  that, 
in  case  of  a  default  on  the  part  of  the  Defendants  to 
fulfil  their  undertaking.     And  Wrentmore  would  have 
recovered  the  amount  in  damages  from  the  Defendants, 
if  he  had  sued  them  for  the  consequences  of  their  de- 
fault.    The  l)efendants'  undertaking  is  in  effect  a  con- 
tingent   guarantee    to  pay  a    bill    of  exchange,    the 
undertaking  referring  to  and  consequently  incorporating 
Wrentmor^s  instructions.     The  Defendants  were  not  to 
pay  1262/.  5s.'6d,  nakedly,  but  on  the  receipt  of  a  bill 
to  that  amount  given  by  the  Plaintiff  to  Wreiitmore. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  If  this  had  been  a  direct  guarantee 
for  the  payment  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  the  Defendants 
would  have  been  in  the  same  situation  with  respect  to 
interest  as  a  party  to  the  bill.  But  this  is  an  under^ 
taking  to  pay  a  sum  which  has  no  direct  reference  to 
any  bill;  the  bill  mentioned  in  the  instructions  is  only 
referred  to  as  an  outstanding  security,  which  the  De- 
fendants are  requested  to  call  in  upon  payment  of  the 
sum  for  which  they  have  made  themselves  answerable.. 
Upon  the  payment  of  that  sum,  they  have  discharged! 
their  engagement;  an  engagement  made  when  it  wj 

{a)  3  Taunt.  157. 

doubtfi 
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doubtful  whether  the  Plaintiff  would  ever  have  been  in  a*      1831. 
situation  to  demand  interest  even  against  Wrentmorei 
for  the  bill  was  to  be  given  up  on  the  payment  of  the 
money,  and  the  money  might  have  arrived  before  the 
bill  was  payable. 

This,  therefore,  is  within  the  class  of  cases  in  which^ 
if  the  Plaintiff  has  sustained  any  loss  of  interest,  it  must 
be  ascribed  to  his  own  neglect  in  not  pursuing  his  re- 
medy as  soon  as  he  was  enabled  to  do  so. 

Park  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion.     In  De  Havtl^ 

land  V.  Bawerbank  (a)  Lord  Ellenborougk  laid  down  the 

rule,  <*  That  interest  ought  to  be  allowed  only  in  cases 

where  there  is  a  contract  for  the  payment  of  money  on 

a  certain  day,  as  on  bills  of  exchange,  promissory  notes, 

&c ;  or  where  there  has  been  an  express  promise  to  pay 

interest ;  or  where,  from  the  course  of  dealing  between 

tile  parties,  it  may  be  inferred  that  this  was  their  in« 

totion ;  or  where  it  can  be  proved  that  the  money  has 

''^en  used,  and  interest  has  been  actually  made."     The 

Pi^esent  case  does  not  fall  within  any  of  those  classes. 

^^^  Justice  Bidler  once  held,  in  a  case  of  great  hard*^ 

•nip,  that  interest  might  be  recovered  on  a  policy  of 

• 

^'^i^rance;  but  the  decision  was  never  approved  of.  In 
'^^"'M^  V.  Red/em  this  Court  thought  that  the  plaintiff 
^^s;  entitled  to  interest  in  the  shape  of  damages  on  a 
^■^OTcA  judgment,  because  the  judgment  carried  interest 
^  Scotland.  But  though  I  coincide  in  the  propriety  of 
^^^  decision,  there  are  some  general  expressions  in 
^^  judgment  in  which  I  am  not  disposed  to  concur. 
The  present  case  not  falling  within  any  of  the  decisions, 
^^  role  must  be  discharged. 

£o8anquetJ.     I  think  that  new  and  refined  dis- 
^nctions  ought  not  to  be  introduced  into  the  law  on  this 

{a)  1  Cmmp.  51. 

S  3  subject 
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subject.  It  has  been  argued,  that  this  agreement  is  in 
substance  an  undertaking  to  pay  a  bill  of  exchange,  and 
^ck  V.  Lorwell  has  been  referred  to.  This,  however,  is 
not  an  undertaking  to  pay  a  bill  of  exchange,  but  to  pay 
a  sum  on  the  arrival  of  money  in  this  country  from 
Nod  South  Wales.  And  interest  might  never  have  been 
payable  even  on  the  bill ;  as  if  the  money  had  arrived, 
and  tlie  bill  had  been  given  up,  before  the  bill  be- 
came due. 


Alderson  J.  concurred,  and  the  rule  was 


Discharged. 


a/tfff.  %0» 


Emet  v.  Ogden. 


Defendant  T/l/'^LDE  Serjt.,  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff,  moved 

gave  Plaintiff  .         to  set  aside  an  award  made  in  October  last,  and 

to  nndeittand  ^  •        -t                             r           ^i*              i*i. 

]i«  intended  to  *^*8"^   ^s   a  reason   for   not  apply mg  earlier,   that 

move  to  aet     <^|U:evious  to  Michaelmas  term  the  Defendant  had  applied 

aiide  an  award  ^  ^^  Plaintirs  clerk  to  make  an  affidavit  of  the  exe- 

between  them*  .         *•   i         i     •    •        •         ^ 

Pbuntiflf,  cution  of  the  submission,  in  order  to  ground  thereon  an 

who  intended  application,  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant,  to  set  the 

tame  motion,  a^^^d  aside.     Waiting  the  issue  of  that  application, 

allowed  a  which  the  Defendant  never  made,  the  Plaintiff  allowed 

andAen  ^*  -M/cAarfiwa5  term   to   elapse  without    coming    to    the 

moved,  the  Court 
Defendant 

to  do^so :  ^^  Curiam.     He  ought  not  to  have  relied  on  the 

Held,  no  Defendant,  but  to  have  proceeded  himself.     The  appli- 

w^^ibT^  cation  is  too  late,  and  no  sufficient  reason  has  been 

dday,  assigned  for  the  delay. 
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Smith  v.  Taylor.  jan.  %i. 

THE  Plaintiff,  an  attorney,  sought  by  this  action  to  Charges  by  aa 

recover  the  sum  of  53/.  3^.  7i  for  business  of  various  *tto™^  ^or 
1 .  J         J  ,     ^  attending  and 

kinds,  and  money  lent  advising  a 

No  bill  had  been  delivered  to  the  Defendant  a  month  party  in  a  tult, 
previously  to   the  commencement  of  the  action;    but  ^^'^**'* 
among  the  various  items  which  constituted  the  plain-  though  they 

tiff's  demand  were  the  two  following :  —  be  the  only 

^  taxable 

5.  d»    charges  m  a 
**  Nov.  6.  — You  having  been   served  with   a  bill  of  many 

writ,  after  paying    the  amount  of  debt,  items,  the  at- 

..     J-  r     •  J       J--  torney  cannot 

attending  you,   confernng  and    advismg  recover  any 

tliereon  -    .  -  -  .     6     8    P»«ofhis 

^Dec.  10. — Attending  you,  advising  you  on  the  ^^^  leavine 

action  that  had  been  brought  against  you  his  bill  with 

at  the  suit  of  Mather,  and  advising  -     6     8"  ^^«n^J  » 

°  .  month  before 

''  was  objected   at  the  trial  that  these  were  taxable  |ng  |^*jj  (;^  j^/ 
't^tns,  and  that  therefore  the  Plaintiff  was  not  in  a  ^*  aa* 
^^tidition  to  sue,  for  want  of  a  bill  delivered  pursuant  to 
^^  statute  2  G.  2.  c.  23.  s.  23.;  and  Tindal  C*  J.,  who 
P>'>csi(led,  being  of  this  opinion,  the  Plaintiff  called  a 
^^tness,  who  proved  that  the  Plaintiff  had  put  3/.  into 
^^^  Defendant's  hands  to  discharge  the  costs  in  Mathci's 
ition. 

The  Chief  Justice,  however,  thought,  that  this  did 
>t  alter  the  case,  and  directed  a  nonsuit 


Taddy  Seijt  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside  this  non- 

^^t,  and  enter  a  verdict  for  53/.  35.  7d.,  or  for  3/.,  on 

^lie  ground  that  these  were  not  taxable  items,  and  that, 

^t  all  events,  the  Plaintiff  might  recover  the  3/.  ad- 

S  4  vanced 
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18^1*  ^     vanced   to  the  Defendant,  that  being  a  disUnct  and 
separate  claim. 

Spankie  Seijt  shewed  cause.  The  items  are -taxable; 
they  are  charges  of  fees  for  business  done  in  the  course 
of  a  suit  The  business  had  reference  to  a  suit,  and 
to  nothing  else ;  and  it  is  immaterial  whether  the  work 
was  doile  within  the  walls  of  a  court  or  its  offices,  or 
of  the  Defendant's  own  house.  If  the  two  items  are 
taxable,  they  draw  the  whole  demand  within  the  opera- 
tion of  the  statute,  and  the  Plaintiff  is  not  allowed  U> 
recover  on  any  separate  item.  Winter  v.  Payne  (a), 
Hill  V.  Humphreys  (J),  Benton  v.  Garcia  (c),  Watt  v.  Crf- 
lins  {d)i  Thwaites  v.  Makinson,  {e)  In  Mowbray  v.  JZe»- 
ing  {g\  where  an  attorney  not  having  delivered  any  bill 
to  his  client  before  action  brought,  was  held  entitled  to 
recover  items  of  charge  for  money  paid  for  his  client's 
use,  those  items  had  no  reference  to  his  business  of  an 
attorney. 

Toddy  and  Jones  Serjts.  in  support  of  the  rule. 

These  are  not  taxable  items.  The  statute  has  refers 
ence  only  to  business  actually  done  in  the  course  of  a 
cause ;  as,  a  step  taken  in  court;  and  not  the  mere  giving 
of  advice,  which  may  as  well  be  given  by  any  other  as 
by  an  attorney ;  and  for  which  an  uncertificated  attorney 
would  not  be  liable  to  penalties.  By  s.  23.  of  the  act, 
the  attorney's  bill  is  taxable  upon  application  to  a  judge 
of  the  court  in  'which  the  business  has  been  transacted  i  the 
act,  therefore,  contemplates  only  charges  for  business 
done  in  court.  In  Burton  v.  Chatterton  {h)^  Best  J. 
said,  *'  A  party  cannot  properly  be  said  to  proceed^ 

^  M.  Z99. 


'a\  6  r.  R.  645-  {e\  iM.^M.  199 

bS  aB-CsfP.  343.  {/)  iiEajtft^S' 

e)  3  Elf.  Z49*  W)  zB.^  Jt.  489* 
\d)  Rj,  ^  M.  a84* 

either 
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eidier  at  law  or  in  equity,  until  something  be  done  by        183  K 

bina  luider  the  authority  of  a  Court."     And  in  Mawbrcy 

r.  JFlaning  some  of  the  Judges  doubted  whether  the  first 

item  was  to  be  considered  as  any  thing  more  than  an 

attendance  by  the  defendant's  desire  for  the  purpose  of 

compromising  the  suit  against  his  btother.    In  Watt  v. 

OoUmSf  the  Chief  Justice  said,  **  It  is  necessary  to  be 

assured  of  business  baring  been  done  in  a  cause,  or  that 

proceedings  in  a  court  have  existed,  in  the  conduct  of 

^irliich  the  defendant  has  received  assistance  from  the 

plabtiff  as  an  attorney ;  it  is  enough  that  this  may  be 

fiairly  collected  from  tlie  nature  of  the  charge  itself.** 

In  Fenton  v.  Correa  {a\  a  charge  for  a  search  at  the 

judgment  office  was  held  not  a  taxable  item.     Winter  y. 

^cjfne  goes  to  the  extent  of  the  rule ;  and  there  it  was 

held,  that  if  any  part  of  an  attorney's  bill  be  for  business 

^one  in  the  court,  the  bill  must  be  delivered  a  month 

l>efere  the  action  is  brought,  otherwise  the  plaintiff  could 

*^ot  recover. 

At  all  events,  the  loan  of  SU  was  a  distinct  transaction, 
^  which  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  sue ;  for  the  de- 
^dant  having  received  the  money,  might  employ  it  in 
^7  way  he  pleased.  It  cannot  be  called  a  charge  or 
"^•bttrsement  at  law  or  in  equity.  In  Prothero  v* 
^^^omas  (6),  it  was  held,  that  an  attorney,  who,  at  the 
defendant's  request,  put  in  bail  for  him,  and  afterwards 
P^d  the  debt  and  costs,  need  not  deliver  a  bill  a  month 
^^cfbre  he  sued  for  the  money  so  advanced. 

1*iNDAL  C.  J.  I  thought  at  the  trial,  and  still 
^tnk,  that  these  two  items  were  taxable,  and  that 
^^refore  the  Plaintiff's  demand  fell  within  the  statute 
^P  2  G.  2.  c.  23. 

It  is  always  difficult,  when  we  come  to  extreme  cases, 

(m)  R.isfM,  26a.  {i)  6  Taunt.  196. 

to 
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to  say  whether  they  are  within  die  rule, or  not,  and 
this,  perhaps,  is  on  the  very  edge ;  but  seeing  that  the 
act  is  remedial,  it  is  better  to  draw  in  a  case  on  the 
extreme  verge  of  the  rule  than  to  leave  it  withont. 

These  items  are  charges  for  advising  on  steps  in  a 
suit  by  Mather^  and  attendances  on  the  Defendant 

The  words  of  the  act  are,  "  No  attorney  or  solicitor 
shall  commence  or  maintain  any  action  or  suit  for  the 
recovery  of  any  fees,  charges,  or  disbursements  at  law 
or  in  equity,  until  the  expiration  of  one  month  or  more 
after  such  attorney  or  solicitor  respectively  shall  have 
delivered  unto  the  party  or  parties  to  be  charged  there- 
with, a  bill  of  such  fees,  charges,  and  disbursements." 

And  the  question  is,  whether  when  the  Defendant  ifi 
sued  and  consults  with  an  attorney  on  the  subject  of  the 
suit,  and  a  fee  is  charged  for  the  advice  given,  that  is 
not  a  fee  for  business  in-  a  court  of  law.  In  one  case, 
the  charge  for  consulting  about  bail  and  endeavouring 
to  procure  bail,  was  held  a  charge  within  the  statute, 
although  the  bailwere  unable  to  justify.  In  another 
case,  the  preparing  and  swearing  an  affidavit  to  hold  to 
bail  has  been  holden  within  the  act,  though  such  aflS- 
davit  is  made  before  any  process  issues,  and  is  not 
entitled  in  the  cause.  There  are  many  other  cases 
which  have  not  now  been  mentioned,  governed  by  the 
same  principle.  In  Sandom  v.  Bourn  (a),  the  charge 
was  for  preparing  a  warrant  of  attorney,  which,  until  it 
was  filed,  was  not  an  act  in  court  And  in  another 
case (6),  a  charge  fur  preparing  a  warrant  was  held  a 
taxable  item,  although  the  warrant  was  never  executed. 
It  seems,  therefore,  that  the  Defendant  has  a  right  to 
question  the  amount  of  this  fee  before  an  officer  of  the 
Court,  and  the  officer  would  have  had  power  to  reduce 
it,  if  too  high.     Although  the  charge  may  be  on  the 


(n)  d^Cdmpb.dZ. 
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Teige  of  the  rulci  yet  as  the  act  is  remedial,  and  for 
the  benefit  of  suitors,  I  think  the  charge  is  within  its 
operation. 

As  to  the  S/.,  the  money  having  been  lent  for  costs  in 
Maihei^s  action,  it  is  the  same  thing  as  if  it  had  been 
paid  by  the  attorney,  using  the  hands  of  the  Defendant. 


.Park  J.    There  is  no  dispute  as  to  the  rule  that 

one  taxable  item  draws  into  its  vortex  all  others  in  the 

lame  bill.     That  a^ews  that  the  act  of  2  G.  2.  has  been 

beU  a  remedial  act.    The  question  therefore  is,  how  the 

mmd  of  an  individual  is  struck  with  each  particular  case  ? 

I  have  no  diflSculty  here,   because  I  have  often   at 

chambers  referred  to  taxation  items  such  as  the  present, 

and  I  think  it  would  be  pernicious  to  relax  the  rule. 

Has  there,  in  this  c^se,  been  a  proceeding  in  a  cause  ? 

The  writ  sued  out  by  Mather  had  brought  the  Defend- 

ut  into.  Court,  and  the  payment  of  the  S/.  makes  the 

<^  clearer  against  the  Plaintifi^  shewing  the  proceed« 

^  to  have  been  one  in  which  the  Plaintiff,  not  only 

9^Te  his  advice,  but  advanced  money  to  pay  costs.    The 

^^  is  the  same  as  if  he  had  paid  the  money  into  court 

^hen  proceedings  were  ore  tenus.     The  cases  to  which 

^e  Chief  Justice  has  referred  are  almost  as  strong  an 

^e  present,  and  Watt  v.  Collins  is  not  distinguishable. 


B08ANQUET  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and  think 

M>lat  the  nonsuit  was  right.     Unless  the  act  had  been 

^fsemed  remedial,   the  Court  would  not   have    been 

Warranted  in  holdings  as  they  have  done,   that  one 

^•^xaUe  item  draws  the   others  to  it.    The   question 

"Uerefore  is,  if  there  be  one  taxable  item  here.    That 

>rhich  relates  to  Mathet^s  suit  appears  to  me  to  be 

%ach.    Within  the  words  of  the  statute  it  is  a  proceeding 

in  courtf  because  it  is  a  proceeding  in  a  cause,  which 

^"Ase  is  a  proceeding  in  court.    The  31.  cannot  be 

separated 
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1831«  separated  from  the  residue  of  the  demand ;  bat  it  was 

*^^'^  sum  clearly  lent  with  reference  to  Mather^s  suit,  an 

V.  whether  the  Plaintiff  paid  it  himself,  or  sent  his  clerl 

Taylor.  ^^  g^^^  \^  ^q  ^^  Defendant  to  pay,  is  the  same  thing. 

Aldeuson  J.  I  ought  to  feel  considerable  dout: 
after  the  judgment  which  has  been  delivered  by  tl 
rest  of  the  Court ;  but,  on  the  best  consideratTon  whi< 
I  can  give  the  case,  I  still  think  that  these  were  n 
taxable  items.  What  is  the  definition  of  a  taxable  itenc 
One  which  it  is  competent  to  the  Court  to  refer  to  ta: 
ation.  Now  it  is  competent  to  the  Court,  under  2  6. 
c.  20.  5.  23.,  to  refer  charges  in  an  attorney's  bill  to 
Judge  of  the  Court  ^^  in  which  the  business  contained 
such  bill  shall  have  been  transacted."  The  powe 
therefore,  is  limited  and  confined  to  business  done 
court,  and  I  cannot  think  that  advising  with  a  client 
business  done  in  court.  The  view  which  I  take,  appea 
to  have  been  taken  by  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  : 
Burton  v.  Chattetion.  In  that  case,  the  charges  f< 
drawing  an  affidavit  of  a  petitioning  creditor's  debt  wei 
holden  not  to  be  within  the  act,  the  affidavit  not  havin 
been  sworn.  There  Lord  Tenterden  said,  "  We  ongl 
to  be  quite  satisfied,  before  we  nonsuit  a  plaintiff  on  th 
ground,  that  there  was  some  authority  to  which  thea 
items  could  have  been  referred  for  taxation."  Tb 
case  of  Sandom  v.  Bourn  is,  I  agree,  an  authority  tli 
other  way:  but  the  authority  of  that  case,  after  tb 
decision  in  Burton  v.  Chattcrton^  is  not  to  be  relied  oe 
I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  these  items,  not  being  fc 
business  done  in  court,  are  not  taxable :  I  agree,  tbi 
if  one  item  be  taxable  the  statute  applies,  and  that  th 
SL  cannot  be  separated  from  the  rest  of  the  demand. 

Rule  dischaige 
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InNES  v.  CoLQUHON.  Jan.  ax. 


REPLEVIN.     Avowry  for  rent  arrear  as  follows  :  —  The  want  of 

And  the  said  Robert  well  avows  the  takinc,  &c.  *  PJ^"^  a^^*" 
L  1  1         I  •!   -TM  •     -m    o  gation  in  an 

because  he  says  that  the  said  JrlaintiiT,  for  one  year  avowry,  that 

Mote  June  24th,  1830,  and  thence  until   and  at  the  the  Plaintiff 

time  when,  &c.,  held  and  enjoyed  the  dwelling-house,  T**  ^"*"  ^ 

10  which,  &c.  with  the  appurtenances  as  tenant  thereof  is  not  fatal,  if 

and  the  said  Robert^  by  virtue  of  a  certain  demise  thereof  *^^"  other- 

wise  be  col- 
to  the  said  Plaintiff,  theretofore  made  at  and  under  lected  from 

certain  yearly  rent,  to  wit,  the  yearly  rent  of  57L  155.,  t^«  avowry^ 

payable  quarterly,  to  wit,  on,  &c.;  and  because  a  large  tiff  was  luch 

sun,  to  wit,   571.  15s.  of  the  rent  aforesaid,  for  four  tenant. 

quarters  ending  respectively,  on,  &c.  was  due  and  in 

anrear  from  the  said  Plaintiff  to  the  said  Robert,  he,  the 

said  Robert,  avows  the  taking,  &c.  in  the  said  dwelling- 

boose,  in  which,  &c.  as  just,  as  for  and  in  the  name  of 

^  distress  for  the  said  rent  so  due  and  in  arrear  as  afore- 

'■^  and  the  said  Robert,  &c.     And  this  the  said  Robert 

^  ready  to  verify  ;  wherefore,  &c. 

Special  demurrer,  for  that  it  was  not  stated  of  whom 
^  Plaintiff  held  the  house  as  tenant.     Joinder. 

-E.  Lowes  Serjt.,  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  insisted 
^^t  the  most  important  allegation  of  an  avowry  was 
«ere  wholly  wanting,  namely,  that  the  Plaintiff  held  the 
Pi^mises  in  respect  of  which  the  distress  was  made  as 
^QQant  to  the  avowant ;  and  that,  consequently,  the 
avowry  could  not  be  sustained. 

Sedper  Curiam.     It  is  impossible  not  to  perceive  tliat 
^e  word  and  has  crept  in  by  mistake  for  the  word  to, 

and 
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and  that  there  is,  upon  this  avowry,  a  sufficient  allef 
of  a  demise  to  the  Plaintiff.  If  we  reject  the  ir 
and  the  said  Robert^  as  surplusage,  we  may  collect 
the  rest  of  the  avowry  that  the  Plaintiff  was  teni 
the  avowant  For  it  is  alleged  that  the  Plaintifl^  i 
time  when,  &c.  held  the  house  as  tenant  under  a  d 
thereof  at  a  yearly  rent;  and  because  51L  15s.  o 
rent  was  due  and  in  arrear  from  the  Plaintiff  I 
avowant,  the  avowant  distrained. 

If  rent  was  due  from  the  Plaintiff  to  the  avowa 
accruing  under  a  demise  of  premises  which  the  Fl 
still  occupied,  the  rent  could  only  be  due  from  h 
the  capacity  of  tenant  to  the  avowant* 

Judgment  for  the  avo 


James,  Gent,  one,  &c.,  v.  Cotton. 


Pliintiff  en- 
gaged to  let 
Defendant 
land  on  build- 
ing leases*  and 
to  lend  him 
4000A  to  as- 
sist him  in  the 
erection  of 
twenty  houses ; 
the  money  to 
be  repaid  by 
Jiuu  1828. 
Defendant 


n^HIS  was  an  action  of  indebitatus  assumpit^  an< 
declaration  contained  counts  for  money  lent^  ] 


sold,  and  other  common  counts. 

It  was  agreed' that  a  verdict  should  be  entered  ft 
Plaintiff,  damages  4000/.,  costs  405.,  subject  to  s  : 
ence. 

The  arbitrator  awarded, 

That  the  verdict  entered  for  the   Plaintiff  si 

stand,  but  that  the  damages  should  be  reduced  froi 

sum  of  4000/.  to  1438/.  1 15.;  and  found  as  follow 

agreed  to  build  That  the  action  was  commenced  in  Trinity  term  1 
the  houses,  to 

convey  them  as  security  for  the  loan,  and  repay  the  money :  when  six  houte 
built*  and  11 68/.  had  been  advanced.  Plaintiff  requested  Defendant  not  to 
with  the  other  fouiteen  houses:  Defendant  desisted  :  Held,  that  after  Jum€  18 
Phuntifl*  might  recover  the  zi68/.  on  a  count  for  money  lent  i  and  th4it  it  « 
nectmry  to  sue  oa  the  agreement. 
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That  the  declaration  contained  counts  for.  goods  sold 
and  delivered,  money  lent,  money  paid  laid  out  and 
expended,  money  had  and  received,  counts  for  in- 
terest, .  and  upon  an  account  stated ;  to  which  the 
Defendant  pleaded  the  general  issue,  and  delivered 
a  notice  of  set-off  for  work  and  labour  and  materials 
found,  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  money  lent,  money 
paid,  laid  out,  and  expended,  money  had  and  received, 
money  due  on  the  balance  of  an  account  stated  between 
^  parties,  and  for  interest  due  from  the  Plaintiff  to 
lie  Defendant. 

The  arbitrator   also    found   that  an   agreement  in 
writing,  not  under  seal,  bearing  date  the  Slst  of  May 
1B27,  was  duly  made  and  executed   by  and  between 
the    Plaintiff  and  Defendant,   whereby,  [after  reciting 
Aat     the    Plaintiff  was   seised    of,    or   otherwise   well 
^titled  to  the  fee  simple  and  inheritance  in  possession, 
of  certain  lands  and  hereditaments  situate  at  Worthing^ 
In    tlie  county  of  Sussex,   and   that  the  Plaintiff  had 
•g^'^ed  to  grant  to  the  Defendant,  who  had  agreed  to 
A<^ept  and  take,  a  lease  or  leases  of  part  of  the  said 
1m^<1s  and  hereditaments  for  the  purpose  of  building 
lo'^^ssuages  or  tenements  and  other  erections  thereon  for 
"*^  term,  at  the  several  rents,  and  under  and  subject  to 
^Q.covenants,  stipulations,,  and  agreements  thereinafter 
expressed,]  —  It  was  witnessed,  and   the  Plaintiff,    in 
^nsideration  of  the  covenants  and  agreements  therein- 
after contained,  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant  to  be 
observed  and  performed,  did  thereby  for  himself,  his 
leirs,. executors,  and  administrators,  covenant  and  agree 
with  the  Defendant,  his  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns,  that  the  Plaintiff,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  should 
and  would,  when  and  so  soon  as  the  said  Defendant 
should. have  covered  in  the  six  messuages  thereinafter 
contracted  to  be  built,  (upon  the  same  scale  and  dimen- 
sions as  the  hoi^ses  then  built  upon  other  parts  of  the 

said 
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18S1.       said  grpund,)  on  the  six  plots  or  parcels  of  groand  next 
thereinafter  described,  in  a  good  and  substantial  manner^ 
upon  the  request  and  at  the  expense,  in  all  things,  of 
the  Defendant,  grant  and  execute  one  or  more  good 
and  effectual  lease  or  leases  to  him  (subject  always,  by 
way  of  security  to  the  Plaintiff,  in  the  first  place,  for 
such  monies  as  the  Plaintiff  might  have  lent  and  adk 
vanced  as  thereinafter  agreed,  and  of  such  goods  as  the 
Plaintiff  might  have  furnished  or  supplied  to  the  Defend* 
ant,)  of  all  those  six  plots  or  parcels  of  ground,  part  of  a 
larger  piece  of  ground  of  the  Plaintiff,  situate  at  Worth* 
ing  aforesaid,  as  the  same  plots  of  ground  were  drawn, 
distinguished,  and  described  upon  and  by  the  said  agree* 
ment,  to  hold  the  same  to  the  Defendant,  his  executors^ 
administrators,  and  assigns,  for  the  term  and  at  the 
yearly  rents,  and  upon  the  conditions  in  the  said  agree- 
ment mentioned.    And  the  Plaintiff  further  covenantied 
and  agreed  with  the  Defendant,  that  the  Plaintiff  should 
and  would,  when  and  so  soon  as  the  Defendant  aboold 
have  covered  in  fourteen  messuages,  thereinafter  con- 
tracted to  be  built,  on  the  plot  of  ground  next'tbereiiH 
after  described,  in  a  good  and  substantial  manner,  upon 
the  request  and  at  the  expense,  in  all  things,  of  the  De« 
fendant,  (subject  nevertheless  as  aforesaid,)  grant  and 
execute  a  lease  to  him  of  all  that  plot  or  parcel  of 
ground,  other  part  of  the  said  lands  of  the  Plaintifi^ 
situate  at  Worthing  aforesaid,  as  the  same  plot  of  ground 
was  drawn  and  described  upon  and  by  the  said  agree-* 
ment,  to  hold  the  same  unto  the  Defendant,  his  execu- 
tors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  for  the  term  and  at  the 
yearly  rents,  and  upon  the  conditions  in  the  said  agree- 
ment mentioned.  And  in  consideration  of  the  covenants 
and  agreements  in  the  said  agreement  contained  on  the 
part  of  the  Plaintifi^  the  Defendant  covenanted  with 
the  Plaintifi^  that  he  the  Defendant  would,  by  or  befofe 
the  2ith  oi  June  1828,  at  his  own  proper. costs  and 

charges. 
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diAf]ges  in  all    things,    erect,    build,  and  completely        188K 
fyaiahf  fit  for  habitation,  subject  to  the  approbation  of 
the  Plaintifl^  or  his^  surveyor  for  the  time  being,  six 
several  messuages  or  dwelling  houses,  upon   the  six 
plots  or  parcels  of  ground  firstly  thereby  agreed  to  be 
demised ;  and  also  fourteen  several  messuages  or  dwell- 
ing houses,  upon  the  said  plot  or  parcel  of  ground 
lastly  thereby  agreed  to  be  demised,  with  suitable  out- 
offices  thereto  respectively,  according  to  the  plan,  ele- 
vadon^  and  specification  thereof  respectively,  annexed 
to  the  said  agreement,  and  signed  by  the  Plaintiff  and 
the  Defendant ;  and  should   and  would   complete  the 
carcasses,  and  cover  in  all  the  before  mentioned  mes- 
suages or  dwelling  houses,  by  the  25th  day  of  December 
then  next.    And  by  the  said  agreement  (after  further  re- 
citing that  the  Defendant  having  occasion  to  borrow 
and  take  up  at  interest  the  sum  of  6000/.  for  the  pur- 
pose of  carrying  on  and  completing  the  erection  of  the 
Hid  several  messuages  and  buildings,  and  having  also 
occasion  for  the  supply  of  a  quantity  of  bricks  and  other 
materials   for  the  purposes  of  such   buildings,  to  be 
wholly  expended  and  employed  on  the  said  estate,  had 
requested,  the  Plaintiff  to  advance  and  lend  and  supply 
Ihe  same,  at  the  time  and  in  the  manner  tliereinafter 
mentioned,   which    the   Plaintiff   had   agreed    to   do,) 
the  Plaintiff  covenanted  with  the  Defendant,  that  he 
would  advance  and  lend  to  the  Defendant  the  sum  of 
6000/.,  he  paying  interest  for  the  same  at  and  after  the 
rate  of  6L  per  qent  per  annum,  such  interest  to  be  paid 
quarterly,   and  to  be   computed   from  the  respective 
times  of  advancing  the  said  sum  of  6000/.  thereinbefore 
mentioned,  or  any  sum  and  sums  in  respect  thereof^ 
or  as  part  thereof:  the  said  sum  of  6000/.  to  be  ad- 
vanced to  the  Defendant  at  the  times  and  in  manner 
following;    (that  is  to  say),  the  sum  of  500L  in  the 
Vol.  VII.  T  month 
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month  of  June  then  next;   the  sum  of  500/.  in  the 
month  of  July  then  next ;  the  sum  oF  500/.  in  the  month 
of  August  then  next ;  the  sum  of  500/.  in  the  month  of 
September  then  next ;  the  sum  of  2000/.  on  the  25th 
of  September  then  next;    and   the  sum    of  2000/.   on 
the  25th  day  of  December  then  next :  upon  which  said 
25th  day  of  December  the  amount  due  to  the  Plaintiff 
for  such  bricks  and  other  materials  as  should  have  been 
supplied  to  the  Defendant,  should  be  taken  as  cash,  and 
bear  interest  from  that  day,  until  paid :  and,  also,  that 
the  Plaintiff  should  not  call  upon  the  Defendant,  his 
executors,  or  administrators,  to   pay  the  said  sum  of 
6000/.,  nor  the  amount  due  in  respect  of  the  said  bricks 
and  materials,  before  the  24th  of  June  1829.     And  the 
Defendant  thereby  covenanted  with  the  Plaintifi^  that 
the  Defendant  should  well  and  truly  pay  the  Plaintiff  the 
said  sum  of  6000/.,  together  with  interest  for  the  same  after 
the  rate  of  5/.  per  cent,  per  annum,  to  be  computed  from 
the  respective  times  of  advancing  the  same  as  aforesaid; 
together  with  ihe  amount  of  such  bricks  and  other  ma- 
terials, on  the)24th  of  June  1829  ;  and  that  in  the  mean 
time  the  lease  and  leases  thereby  agreed  to  be  granted 
and  executed,  and  all  the  property  of  the  Defendant 
upon  the  premises  agreed  to  be  demised,  or  elsewhere,  at 
Worthing,  should  always  be  subject  to  and  stand  as  a 
security  for  the  amount  of  such  advance,  to  be  retained 
by  the  Plaintiff  until  the  whole  of  such  advance  should 
be  repaid  to  him :  and,  also,  that  all  the  building  materials 
brought  by  the  Defendant  upon  the  said  several  plots  of 
ground  thereby  agreed  to  be  demised  or  elsewhere  at 
Worthing,  for  the  erection  and  completion  of  the  said 
messuages  and  buildings  thereby  agreed  to  be  erected 
thereon  respectively,  and  also  all  and  every  the  said  several 
messuages  and  buildings,  when  so  erected,  should  stand 
charged  with  and  be  taken  and  considered  as  a  security 
for  repayment  to  the  Plaintiff,  of  such  advances,  and  sup- 
ply 
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ply  of  bricks  and  tlie  materials,  with  the  interest  thereof       1831'. 
as  aforesaid. 

The  arbitrator  further  fbund,   that  in  furtherance 
of  the  said  agreement,  the  Plaintiff  advanced  to  the 
Defendant  several   sums  of  money,  amounting  in  the 
whole  to  1168/.  195.,  namely,  500/.  in  the  month  of 
June  1827,  250/.  in  the  month  of  Jidyj   100/.  in  the 
month  of  Novembef'f  and  100/.  in  the  month  of  December 
in  the  same  year,  and  218/.  195.  in  the  month  of  January 
1828;  and  that  bricks   and   materials  to  the  value  of 
884/.  ]  l5.  were  furnished  by  the  Plaintiff  to  the  Defend- 
ant before  the  25th  of  December  1827:  and,  also,  that 
the  Defendant  had  completed  and  covered  in  the  six 
carcasses  of  the  dwelling-houses  upon  the  six  plots  of 
ground  in  the  said  agreement  first  agreed  to  be  demised 
before  the  25th  of  December  1827;  but  that  the  De- 
fendant did  not  further  proceed  with  the  same  accord- 
ing to  the  terms  of  the  said  agreement,  and  in  conse- 
quence of  an  oral  request  by  the  Plaintiff,  the  Defendant 
did  not  begin  to  build  any  of  the  said  fourteen  several 
dwelling-houses  upon  the  plot  of  ground  by  the  said 
agreement  lastly  agreed  to  be  demised:  also,  that  the 
Defendant  did   not  pay   any  interest  whatever:   that 
the   action  was   brought   to  recover  the  said  sum  of 
1168/.  195.,  being  the  amount  of  the  several  sums  of 
money  advanced   by   the   Plaintiff  to   the   Defendant, 
together  with  interest  for  the  same,  which,  being  cal- 
culated according  to  the  terms  of  the  agreement  up  to 
the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  action,  the  arbi- 
trator found,  amounted  to  107/*  145.  Sd.:  and  that  the 
action  was  also   brought  to   recover   the  said  sum  of 
834/.  1 15.,  the  price  of  the  bricks  and  materials,  toge- 
ther with  interest  for  the  same  from  the  25th  day  of 
December  1827,  which,  up  to   the  commencement  of 
the   action,    the  said  arbitrator   found   amounted   to 
62/.  175.  5d. 

T  2  The 
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The  question  of  law  raised  on  the  part  of  the  Defend* 
ant  was,  Whether  the  action  was  maintainable,  the 
Plaintiff  having  contracted  by  the  agreement  to  advance 
6000L  to  the  Defendant  at  the  times  and  in  the  manner 
therein  specified,  whereas  he  advanced  only  a  part  of 
the  said  sum  of  6000/.  ?  and  if  the  action  was  maintain- 
sble,  a  further  question  was  raised  on  the  part  of  the 
Defendant,  Whether  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover 
all  the  four  several  sums  of  1168/^  195.,  107/.  145.  SiL, 
834/.  Il5.,  and  62/.  175.  5d.?  The  arbitrator  further 
found,  that  under  the  notice  of  set-off,  the  sum  of 
735/.  Il5.  Id.  was  due  from  the  Plaintiff  to  the  De- 
fendant; and  that  if  the  Court  should  determine  the 
action  to  be  maintainable  for  the  full  amount  of  the 
said  four  sums  of  1168/.  195.,  107/.  145.  Bd.^  834/.  115., 
and  62/.  175.  5c/.,  then  the  arbitrator  awarded  that 
the  said  sum  of  735/.  1 15.  ld.y  being  the  sum  proved 
under  the  Defendant's  set^-off  should  be  deducted  there* 
from,  and  that  a  verdict  for  tlie  Plaintiff  should  stand, 
but  that  the  damages,  according  to  the  former  part  of 
hia  award,  should  be  reduced  from  4000/.  to  the  sum 
of  1438/.  115.;  or,  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion 
that  the  action  was  not  maintainable  for  the  whole 
of  the  said  four  sums  claimed  by  the  Plaintiff,  but  only 
ibr  part  thereof,  then  he  awarded  and  directed  tliat  the 
damages  should  be  reduced  to  the  sum  for  which  the 
Court  should  determine  the  action  to  be  maintainable 
after  deducting  therefrom  the  said  sum  of  735/.  1 15.  Id^ 
the  amount  of  the  Defendant's  set-off. 

mide  Serjt  for  the  Plaintiff.  Although  the  whole 
sum  which  the  Plaintiff  engaged  to  lend  was  not 
advanced,  yet  the  day  for  repayment  being  passed, 
indebiiatus  assumpsit  lies  for  the  sum  actually  lenL 
Where  a  party  performs  less  than  his  contract^  he  may 

stUl 
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still  recover  on  a -general  count  for  so  much  as  he  188U 
performs,  provided  he  do  not  sue  before  the  time  ap» 
pointed  for  payment.  That  principle  is  established  in 
OxendaU  t.  Wetherell  {a\  where,  by  a  contract  of  sale^ 
the  vendor  agreed  to  deliver  250  bushels  of  wheat 
within  a  specific  time,  and  delivered  part,  but  not  the 
residue:  it  was  held,  that  he  might,  after  the  time 
mentioned  in  the  contract  had  expired,  recover  from  tho/ 
purchaser  the  value  of  the  wheat  delivered  to  and 
retained  by  him.  In  Walker  v.  Dixon  (6),  referred  to  in 
that  case,  the  nonsuit  was  afterwards  set  aside»  In 
Waddingtan  v.  Oliver  {c),  the  action  was  commenced, 
before  the  term  for  the  delivery  of  all  the  goods  con- 
tracted for  had  expired,  and,  consequently,  before  the 
stipulated  time  for  payment. 

[The  Plaintiff  abandoned  the  claim  for  interest  on 
the  amount  due  for  materials.] 

Spamkie  Seijt.  for  the  Defendant     The  quesdon  is, 

Whether  the  Plaintiff's  demand  resolves  itself  into  money 

lent  ?  for  if  it  does,  the  action  lies,  otherwise  not.     Now 

tlie  contract  between  these  parties  is  complex ;  much  is 

to  be  done  on  both  sides,  and  it  cannot  be  said  that 

money  has  been  lent  till  the  whole  is  complete.    The 

Defendant  engages  to  build;  the  Plaintiff  to  furnish 

land  and  money  in  return ;  but  at  no  time  could  it  be 

aaid  that  the  money,  which  the  Plaintiff  now  seeks  to 

recover  on  a  count  for  money  lent,  was  a  simple  loan  to 

the  Defendant.    All  the  circumstances  must  be  taken 

together,  and  the  Plaintiff's  only  remedy  is  on  the 

special  contract.     In  Cooke  v.  Munstone{d)y  where  the 

Plaintiff  havmg  declared  upon  an  agreement  to  de« 

(«)  9  B.  &  C.  386.  (r)  %  N.  R.  6x. 

(b)  2  Start.  N.  P.  C  a8 1.  (d)  x  N.  R.  35  z. 

T  3  liver 
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18S1.  liver  soil  or  breeze,  with  a  count  for  money  had  and 
received,  proved  that  the  Defendant,  having  agreed .  to 
deliver  soil,  the  Plaintiff  paid  21.  5s.  for  earnest,  but 
that  the  Defendant  refused  to  deliver  the  soil,  it  was 
held,  that  he  could^  not  recover  damages  for  the  non- 
delivery on  the  first  count,  on  account  of  the  variance ; 
nor  the  2/.  5s.  upon  the  second,  because  the  agreement 
was  still  in  force. 

In  the  cases  cited  on  the  other  side,  the  special  con- 
tract was  clearly  at  an  end;  but  the  question  must 
depend  on  the  peculiar  circumstances  of  each  trans- 
action. 

TiNDAL  C.J.  The  rule  is,  that  when  there  is  a 
special  agreement  in  existence,  capable  of  being  carried 
into  effect,  and  containing  any  condition  precedent  to 
the  Plaintiff's  claim,  he  cannot  resort  to  the  general 
count  But  there  is  no  condition  attached  to  the  agree- 
ment between  these  parties.  It  is  true  the  Plaintiff 
engages  to  lend  6000/.,  but  there  is  no  condition  that  he 
shall  be  precluded  from  seeking  payment  unless  the 
whole  of  that  sum  be  advanced ;  and  even  if  there  had 
been  any  such  stipulation,  it  has  been  waived  by  the 
parties,  because  after  the  Defendant  had  built  the  six 
houses,  he  was  requested  by  the  Plaintiff  not  to  begin  to 
build  the  fourteen,  so  that  the  security  of  that  contract 
seems  to  have  been  rescinded  by  the  consent  of  the 
parties.  Looking  at  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  even 
as  stated  by  the  counsel  for  the  Defendant,  they  amount 
to  no  more  than  an  agreement  to  repay  money  lent. 

Park  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think  this  is 
not  an  existing  agreement :  it  was  put  an  end  to  by  con- 
sent, and  the  case  cannot  be  distinguished  from  Ox- 
endaley.  Wether elU 

BosAK- 
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BosANQUET  J.  The  Plaintiff  could  not  have  declared 
on  this  agreement,  as  it  has  been  suggested  he  might 
have  done,  for  the  agreement  was  rescinded  by  mutual 
consent;  for  the  money  actually  received,  therefore, 
the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  proceed  on  the  common 
count 


Alderson  J.  concurred. 


Judgment  for  Plaintiff. 


Doe  dem.  Clarke  v.  Ludlam  and  Another.         jan.  %u 


^HIS  was  an  action  of  ejectment.     At  the  trial  of  the 
cause  before   Gaselee  J.,   Lincoln    Summer   assizes 

1830,  a  nonsuit  was  entered,  with  liberty  to  enter  a 

verdict  for  the  Plaintiff,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the 

Court  on  the  following  case :  — 

On  the  6th  of  March  1830,  George  Ludlanty  late  of 
Ctvwk  in  the  county  of  Lincoln^  being  then  seised 
in  fee  of  a  freehold  estate  at  Crowle^  and  also  of  three 
copyhold  messuages  or  .dwelling-houses  at  Q^aidef 
being  part  and  parcel  of  the  manor  of  Craode  in 
the  said  county,  executed  his  last  will,  which,  after 
several  legacies,  proceeded  as  follows  :  —  ^^  I  give  and 
bequeath  unto  my  housekeeper  Mary  Riggle,  of  Lud' 
dington  in  the  said  county  of  Lincoln^  the  legacy  or  sum 
of  5L  I  give  and  devise  unto  the  said  Mary  Biggie 
the  west  end  or  part  of  my  dwelling-house  at  Crowle 
aforesaid,  now  in  the  occupation  of  Fanny  Lotighton,  to 
and  for  her  use  and  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life ; 
and  at  her  decease  I  give  and  devise  the  same  premises 

T  4  to 


Since  the  sta- 
tute ss  ^*  3* 
c,  191.,  a 

copyhold  will 
paM  under  a 
general  devise 
of  real  estate 
although  there 
be  no  sur- 
render to  the 
use  of  the 
wilL 
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1891. 


Dob  dem. 
Clarkb 

Jawlam. 


to  my  executor  heranafler  named:  and  I  direet  that 
the  legacies  hereinbefore  bequeathed  shall  be  paid  by 
my  executor  hereinafter  named  at  the  end  of  tweWe 
calendar  months  next  after  my  decease.  I  giv^  devise, 
and  bequeath  unto  John  Clarke  of  Eps^xorth^  in  the 
said  county  of  Lincoln^  the  whole  of  my  real  and  per^ 
sonal  estates  and  effects  whatsoever  and  wheresoever^ 
which  I  may  be  possessed  of  at  the  time  of  my  de» 
cease»  subject  to  the  payment  of  the  legacies  herein- 
before bequeathed,  and  to  his  heirs  and  assigns  for 
ever ;  and  I  do  hereby  appoint  the  said  John  Clarke 
sole  executor  of  this  my  last  will,  and  revoke  and  make 
void  all  former  wills  and  testamentary  dispositions  by 
me  at  any  time  before  made,  and  declare  this  to  be  my 
last  will  and  testament.     In  witness,  whereof"  &c. 

The  will  was  attested  by  only  two  witnesses.  The 
testator  died  seised  of  the  above  freehold  and  copyhold 
estates,  without  having  made  any  surrender  to  the  uses 
of  his  will.  John  Clarke^  the  person  named  in  the 
will  as  devisee  and  executor,  and  the  lessor  of  the 
Plaintiff,  in  the  present  action,  was  a  stranger  in  blood 
to  the  testator,  but  had  intermarried  with  one  of  his 
nieces.  The  dwelling-bouse,  of  which  the  west  end 
or  part  was  specifically  devised  by  the  will  to  Marjf 
Higgle  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  lessor  of  the 
Plaintiff  was  one  of  the  three  copyhold  messuages 
above  mentioned. 

By  the  custom  of  the  manor,  copyhold  estates  of 
intestates  descend  in  like  manner  as  freehold,  and  they 
were  devisable  by  will  previously  to  the  act  of  55  G,  3. 
€,  192.  Surrender  being  made  subsequently  to  the 
death  of  the  testator,  and  prior  to  the  day  of  the  demise 
laid  in  the  declaration,  the  lessor  of  the  Plaintiff  was 
admitted  tenant  to  the  copyholds  in  question,  being  the 
east  end  of  the  last  mentioned  dwelling  bouse^  and  the 

other 
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other  two  messuages  as  devised  under  the  will.  The 
Defendant,  John  Ludlam^  was  the  heir-at>law,  and 
customary  heir  of  the  testator. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was. 
Whether  or  not  the  copyhold  messuages  mentioned  in 
the  will  passed  thereby  to  the  lessor  of  the  Plaintiff? 
sod  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  copy- 
hold messuages  did  so  pass  to  the  lessor  of  the  Plainti£^ 
the  verdict  was  to  be  entered  for  the  Plaintiff  as  afore- 
aid ;  but  if  the  Court  should  be  of  a  contrary  opinion, 
then  the  nonsuit  was  to  stand. 


1881. 


Dob  dero. 
Clarke 

LunLAU. 


WUde  Seijt.  for  the  Plaintiff.     The  copyhold  mes- 

nages  passed  by  the  wilL     Before  the  statute  55  G.  8. 

^•192.,  if  a  testator,   having  freehold,  and  copyhold 

crtate  not  surrendered  to  the  use  of  his  will,  had 

devised  all  hb  real  estate,  the  copyhold  would  not  have 

pasted  at  law,  because,  for  want  of  a  prior  surrender, 

d^  will  could  not  operate  as  an  appointment  of  the  use 

^  the  copyhold ;  and  an  intention  could  not  necessarily 

^  presumed  to  pass  the  copyhold  under  the  term  real 

^*^^^f  because  there  was  freehold  to  which  those  words 

"^HSht  Apply*     But  if  there  had  been  no  freehold,  an 

"^^ention  to  pass  the  copyhold  must  have  been  pre- 

'^ttied,  or  the  will  would  have  been  inoperative.     So, 

^    tile  testator  had  only  an  equitable  interest  in  the 

^^^tiyhold,  it  would  pass  under  a  devise  of  all  his  real 

^^^te :  Car  v.  Ellison  (a) :  for  as  the  surrender  could 

^'^ly  be  Blade  by  the  person  having  the  legal  estate 

^'^^  testator  could  not  take  that  mode  of  shewing  his 

^^cntion.     But  now  a  surrender  is  supplied   by  the 

•^^^tme  in  every  case.     Every  will  of  a  testator  possess^ 

^'^iS  copyhold  since  the  statute  is  a  copyhold  assurance 


(a)  3  Jtti*  73.     See  alio  Hawkuu  v.  Liiglh  x  ^^^*  3^7* 

without 
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without  prior  surrender;  and  if  copyhold  be  real  estate 
it  must  pass  in  like  manner  as  it  formerly  did  whei 
a  testator  had  freehold,  and  copyhold  surrendered  to  th< 
use  of  his  will,  and  devised  all  his  real  estates.  T< 
hold  otherwise  would  greatly  mislead  testators,  who 
in  consequence  of  the  statute,  may  be  induced  to  devise 
in  general  terms,  without  a  surrender,  considering  tha 
no  longer  a  necessary  evidence  of  intention,  or,  i 
necessary,  supplied  by  the  statute.  In  White  v.  Viiiy(a) 
Lord  Eldon  says,  ^^  As  the  act  makes  a  surrender  un 
necessary  for  the  devise  of  copyholds,  it  may  be  i 
question  whether  the  surrender  can  now  be  oonsiderec 
as  any  evidence  of  an  intention  that  copyholds  shonlc 
pass  by  the  devise,  since,  under  a  will  containing  suffi 
cient  words  to  pass  them,  they  would  pass  equally  (a 
the  law  now  exists),  whether  they  were  or  were  no 
surrendered." 

If  then  a  surrender  be  no  longer  evidence  of  ai 
intention  to  pass  copyhold,  it  seems  to  follow  that  tbt 
absence  of  a  suru.  nler  is  no  evidence  of  a  contrary  in 
tention. 


Scriven  Seijt.  contrd.  The  object  of  the  statute  was 
to  supply  a  surrender ;  not  to  supply  an  intention.  Ii 
cases,  therefore,  where,  independently  of  a  general  de 
vise  of  his  real  estate,  a  testator  has  expressed  a  clea 
intention  to  devise  his  copyhold  estate,  but  for  want  c 
a  surrender  to  the  use  of  his  will,  such  a  devise,  woul 
have  been  inoperative,  the  statute  supplies  a  surrende 
and  the  copyhold  will  pass;  but  the  mere  supplying 
surrender  will  not  pass  the  copyhold  in  cases  whe^ 
general  words  of  devise  alone  being  used,  and  thei 
being  freehold  property  to  satisfy  them,  a  surrender  b 


(a)  %Rtus.A^i), 


ih 
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the  testator  himself  has  been  deemed  the  necessary  evi- 
dence of  his  intention  to  pass  his  copyhold :  as  in  Chap- 
nan  v.  Hart  (a),  Byas  v.  Bj/as  {b\  Church  v.  Mttnday.  (c) 
In  the  absence  of  specific  words  of  devise,  nothing  but  a 
saneoder  can  be  evidence  of  an  intention  to  pass  copy- 
liolds ;  Sampson  v.  Sampson  {d\   Lindqpp  v.  Eborall  (e\ 
Judd  Y.  Prait  (g),  Wenhoorth  v.  Cox.  {h)     The  language 
of  Lord  Eldon  in    White  v.   Vitiy  is  reserved    and 
guarded.     He  says  only  that  it  may  be  a  question.     In 
Cur  v.  Ellison  the  testator's  intention  plainly  appeared. 
Here  diere  b  neither  a  complete  disposition  nor  an 
expressed  intention.     To   make  the   intention   clear, 
something  remains  to  be  done,  as  in  Doe  v.  Bartle  (i ), 
where  a  feme  covert,  with  the  consent  of  her  husband, 
derised  copyhold,   but  there  was    no  surrender  and 
separate  examination  of  the  wife,  as  the  custom  of  the 
manor  required.     The  Court,  held,   that  though  the 
itatote  supplied  the  surrender,  it  did  not  supply  the 
f^Murate  examination  of  the  wife,  and  that,  therefore, 
^  copyhold  did  not  pass.     The  Court  will  adhere  to 
general  rules  of  construction,   and  not  disinherit  the 
^^ir  except  upon  intention  clearly  shewn.     The  testator 
"^Jte  having  devised  a  part  of  his  copyhold  specifically 
^  Jlofy  Biggie^  has  plainly  shewed  his  intention  not  to 
^^vise  the  remainder. 


1831. 


Dos  dem. 
Clarkb 

V. 
LUDLAM. 


WUde  in  reply  was  stopped  by  the  Courts 

TiKDAL  C.J.  I  agree  in  the  necessity  of  adhering 
^  general  rules  in  the  construction  of  wills  and  other 
^^^struments.     It  is  expedient  that  such  rules  should  be 


(a)  X  Ves*  icn.  271— 3« 
(h)  %  Fes.  164* 
(c)  1%  Fes,  426. 
fj)  %  Fes.  ef  B.  339. 


(e)  3Bro.aC.x88. 

Ig)  13  V^es.  X76.    IS  Fes.  394. 

(i&)  6MiuUi.36s. 

(1)  sB.^ji.  49». 

held 
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held  sacred,  because  they  withdraw  the  decision  fron 
the  discretion  of  the  individual  judge,  and  prevent  hio 
from  pursuing  his  own  views  of  each  particular  case 
And  there  is  less  inconvenience  in  the  hardship  whid 
may  sometimes  be  occasioned  by  a  strict  adherence  ti 
the  rule,  than  in  the  confusion  which  must  follow  oi 
departing  from  it.     But  there  is  no  reason  in  the  pre- 
sent case  for  departing  from  the  general  rule  which  wai 
first  laid  down  in  Rose  v.  Bartlett  {a\  namely,  ^  Thai 
if  a  man  hath  lands  in  fee  and  lands  for  years,  and  de- 
▼iseth  all  his  lands  and  tenements,  the  fee-simple  landi 
pass  only,  and  not  the  lease  for  years ;  and  if  a  man 
hath  a  lease  for  years,  and  no  fee  simple,  and  deviaedi 
all  his  lands  and  tenements,  the  lease  for  years  passethi 
for  otherwise  the  will  should  be  merely  void."     A  rule 
which  has  been  followed  ever  since.     In   Chapwum  T, 
Hart^  the  Lord  Chancellor  exemplifies  the  rule^  by 
shewing  what  would  be  the  case  if  a  testator  had  copy- 
holds.    ^*  Suppose  a  case  of  a  person  seised  of  fireehoM 
and  copyhold  in  Z).,  who  surrenders  to  the  use  of  hii 
will,  and  devises  all  his  lands  and  tenements  in  D.  to 
a  child:  there  being  a  surrender,  both  freehold  and 
copyhold  would  pass;   to  which   lands  and  tenement 
generally  mentioned  shall  be  applied.''     But  he  8ay% 
that  if  the  land  had  not  been  surrendered,  the  con- 
struction would  be  different.     ^'  Suppose  that  will  ex- 
ecuted  in   the  presence  of  two  witnesses,  or  of  one 
only,   those  general   words    used,   and   no  surrender, 
though  this  were  to  a  child  or  w*ife,  the  Court  woiild 
not  supply  the  defect  of  the  surrender  to  the  use  of  the 
will,  or  compel  the  heir  at  law  to  surrender  the  copy- 
hold to  the  devisee,  because  the  will  was  not  duly  exe- 
cuted, when,  if  duly  executed,  the  Court  would  not  have 
supplied  that  defect."    Now,  we  are  called  on  to  give 


\ 


{o)  Cro,  Car*  392% 


judgment 
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JQ^ent  in  a  case  where  that  act,  dehors  the  will,  the 
actofsarrender  is  divested  of  any  importance.     For  by 
55  6.3.  c.  192.  it  is  enacted,  '^  That  where  any  copy- 
bid  tenant  may  by  will  dispose  of  his  copyhold  tene- 
meDts,  the  same  having  been  surrendered  to  such  uses  as 
should  be  declared  by  the  will,  every  disposition  made 
by  such  will  shall  be  as  valid  to  all  intents  and  purposes, 
ilthough  no  surrender  shall  have  been  made  to  the  use 
of  the  will  of  such  person,  as  the  same  would  have  been 
if  a  surrender  had  been  made."     And  so  cautiously  has 
the  statute  been  framed,  in  order  to  give  the  fullest  effect 
to  the  enactment,  that  by  the  third  section  it  is  pro- 
vided, ^<  That  nothing  herein  contained  shall  be  con- 
itnied  to  render  valid  or  effectual  any  devise  or  dis- 
position of  any  copyhold  lands,  &c.  which  would  be 
invalid  or  ineffectual  if  a  surrender  had  been  made  to  the 
use  of  the  will  of  a  person  attempting  to  dispose  of  the 
sune  by  a  will ; "  clearly  shewing  that  where  surrender 
^ne  is  necessary  to  the  validity  of  the  will,  validity  to 
that  extent  is  supplied  by  the  act.     Here,  therefore,  if 
torrender  be  the  only  thing  necessary  to  give  validity  to 
the  will,  should  we  not  cripple  the  act  if  we  were  to 
^uire  something  more,  and  decide  in  favour  of  the 
-I^endant  ?   And  see  how  this  applies  to  the  question 
^f  intention :  before  the  act  a  surrender  was  held  neces- 
^ly  as  evidence  of  the  testator's  intention  to  devise, 
^ince  the  act  it  is  no  longer  necessary :  what  attorney, 
^^tting  by  the  bedside  of  a  testator,  would  now  hesitate 
V>  use  the  general  words  of  a  residuary  devise,  which 
^^efore  the  act  would  have  passed  copyhold  interest  if 
^)iey  bad  been  made  the  subject  of  a  surrender.     We 
^Lould  unnecessarily  struggle  against  the  statute  if  we 
^ere  to  decide  in  favour  of  the  Defendant     Confining 
^or  decision,  therefore,  to  the  question  arising  on  the 
itatnte,  our  judgment  must  be  for  the  Plaintiff. 


18S1. 


DoEdem. 
Clarks 

LUDLAM. 


Park 
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1881.  Park  J.     We  are  particularly  anxious  to  confine  01 

!^     \'  decision  to  the  construction  of  the  statute,  which  ^ 

Dob  dero. 

Clarkb       should  render  nugatory  if  we  were  to  adopt  the  arg 
V*  ments  which  have  been  urged  on  the  part  of  the  Defoi 

ant  The  Court  of  King's  Bench  have  shewn,  in  D 
V.  Bartlcy  what  they  meant  by  determining,  that  in  th 
case  the  surrender  was  matter  of  substance;  and,  4 
referring  to  the  arguments  of  Lord  TetUerden  and  Id 
Justice  Baylej/f  it  is  impossible  to  doubt  that  we  ha* 
adopted  the  right  construction.  They  distinguish  b 
tween  matters  of  substance  and  formal  acts.  ^  Tl 
statute  meant  to  supply  the  want  of  a  surrender  only 
cases  where  it  was  a  mere  matter  of  form,  and  n 
where  it  was  a  matter  of  substance.  Here  the  su 
render,  coupled  with  the  separate  examination,  is 
matter  of  substance.  I  am  quite  satisfied  the  l^islatn 
did  not  mean  to  take  away  that  protection  which  such 
surrender  is  calculated  to  afibrd  to  femes  covert."  B 
as  we  are  required  to  supply  a  formal  surrender  onl, 
our  judgment  must  be  for  the  Plaintiff. 

BosANQUET  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion:  tl 
words  of  the  residuary  clause  would  have  been  saffide 
to  pass  the  copyhold  before  the  recent  statute,  if  thei 
had  been  a  surrender  to  the  use  of  the  will.  Nothio^ 
then  was  wanted  in  addition  to  the  will,  to  pass  this  pro 
perty,  but  a  surrender.  That  deficiency  has  been  sop 
plied  by  the  statute  which  enacts,  that  where  a  copy 
holder  may  dispose  of  property  having  surrendered  i 
to  the  use  of  his  will,  <^  every  disposition  made  by  suci 
will  shall  be  as  valid  and  effectual  to  all  intents  aD( 
purposes,  although  no  surrender  shall  have  been  mad 
to  the  use  of  the  will  of  such  person,  as  the  same  woul* 
have  been  if  a  surrender  had  been  made."  In  this  cast 
therefore,  although  there  has  been  no  surrender,  th 
statute  places  the  Plaintiff  in  the  same  situation;  and  a 

th 
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tbe  devise  would  have  been  clearly  sufficient  with   a 
sanrender,  our  judgment  must  be  for  him. 

Alderson  J.     I  entirely  concur  in  the  decision  which 
has  been  pronounced.     Before  the  act,  copyhold  pro- 
perty would  not  have  passed  under  a  general  residuary 
devise  of  real  estate  if  there  had  been  no  surrender  to 
the  use  of  the  will.     But  when  the  statute  has,  in  effect, 
iopplied  a  surrender,  the  objection  can  no  longer  pre- 
vail, and  that  brings  this  case  within  the  decisions  which 
have  determined  that  an  equitable  interest  in  copyholds 
would  pass  before  the  statute,  even  where  there  had  been 
no  surrender.     The  equitable  owner  of  such  property 
bong  no  party  to  the  legal  surrender,  his  intention  to 
pass  copyhold  might  be  as  well  inferred  from  the  use  of 
the  words  real  estate^  as  his  intention  to  pass  freehold. 

Judgment  for  the  Plaintiff. 


18S1. 


Doe  deni. 
Clarke 

V. 
LUDLAM. 


984 


CASES  IN  HILARY  TERM 


1881.    ' 


Jan*  14* 


Lang  v.  Smtth. 


Plaintiff  T^EBT  for  money  had  and  received  to  the  use  of  di 

placed  in- the  Plaintiff,  with  counts  in  detinue  for  certain  ^om 

hands  of  his       ,.^       t       j  .^  , 

agent  Neafo^    "^^"*  bonds  or  certtficaU  de  rente. 

iitan  bonds.         The  Neapolitan  Government  raised  money  by  issuin 
or  recripts  for  ^^^^^  obligations  called  Bordereaux^  with  cmpom  in  tl 

half-yearly  in-  following  form  :  — 
terest  payable 
to  the  bearer 
of  the  coupon: 
the  coupon  re- 
ferred to  a 
certificate 
which  gave 


« 


verting  hit 
bonds  into 
funded  debt : 
the  interest 
was  paid  to 
holder  of  the 


^*  Bordereau  of  fourteen  coupons  of  rente 
A.  belonging  to  the  certificate  No.  14549.  of  tl 
administration  of  Naples. 

**  Receipt  for  fourteen  coupons  of  rentes  belonging  i 
the  holder  the   certificate  No.  14549. 

op  ion  o  con-       „  There  shall  be  delivered  to  bearer  against  tl 

present  receipt,  after  that  the  coupons  hereto  annexe 
shall  have  become  due  up  to  the  1st  July  1883,  fburtee 
new  coupons  of  rente  for  the  successive  periods  of  pa^ 
ment,  for  the  amount  of  twelve  ducats  and  fifty  grain 
iva^moduct\on  ^"scribed  in  the  great  book  of  the  kingdom  of  the  7\i 

of  the  certi-      Sicilies^  under  the  names  of  our  administration.    Naples 

ficatc,  but  the    the  1st  of  jj,/    lg2^^ 

bonds  were  *^  «.        i       •»-• 

<*  (Signed)     Falconnet  and  Gx 

«  M.  No.  408, 
«*  (Signed)     Meurin  ppr. 
"  A.  No.  2. 

"  (Signed)    Sauneixo." 

hands,  but  his  agent,  without  authority,  and  fraudulently,  pledged  the  bonds  to  De 
fendant  as  a  security  for  a  debt ;  Held,  that  it  was  correctly  left  to  the  jury  t 
determine  whether  these  instruments  passed  by  delivery,  and  whether  Defendant  ha 
«cted  with  due  caution  in  receiving  the  coupons  without  requiring  the  certificate :  th 
jury  having  found  both  questions  in  the  negative,  the  Court  refused  to  set  aside  i 
verdict  for  PlaiotiiK 

'*  Coapon 


never  sold  in 
the  market 
without  the 
certificate : 
PlaintiflTkept 
the  certificates 
in  his  own 
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^'  Coupon,  for  twelve  ducats  and  fifty  grains  of  rente  1831. 
for  the  half  year,  expiring  1st  Ju^  1833,  belonging  to 
the  certificate  No.  14549.  for  twenty-five  ducats  of  an- 
nual rente,  inscribed  in  the  name  of  our  administration.  Smyth 
This  coupon  is  payable  at  Napks  against  the  bearer's 
receipt,  afier  recovery  of  the  same  half-year  ou  our  cu- 
molative. 

^Inscription,  No.  283.     Naples,  the  1st  July  1826. 

"M.  No.  5642. 

"A.  No. 2. 
''  For  the  administration. 

"  (Signed)     Falconnet." 

**  Coupon  for  twelve  ducats  and  fifty  grains  of  rente 

for  the  half  year,  due  1st  January  1833,  belonging  to 

the  certificate  of  No.  14549.,  for  twenty-five  ducats  of 

Bnnual  rente  inscribed  in  the  name  of  our  administration. 

This  coupon  is  payable  at  Naples  against  the  bearer's 

i^eoeipt,  afler  recovery  of  the  same  half-year  on  our 

Cumulative. 

^  Inscription,  No.  283.     Naples,  the  1st  July  1826. 
«  A.  No.  2.  M.  No.  5641. 

^  For  the  administration. 

"  (Signed)    Falconnet,  and  Co." 

Fourteen  of  these  coupons,  or  receipts  for  half-yearly 
])ayments  of  interest,  for  fourteen  half-years  successively 
iiom  the  date  of  the  bordereau,  were  set  out  in  succession 
on  the  same  sheet  as  the  bordereau  ;  one  of  them  was  cut 
off  and  given  up  to  the  Neapolitan  government  upon  the 
receipt  of  each  half-yearly  payment,  and  when  the  whole 
fourteen  were  exhausted,  upon  the  production  of  the 
bordereau  at  the  head  of  them,  the  holder  received  a 
new  bordereau  with  fourteen  new  coupons. 

The  holder  of  the  original  bordereau  also  received 
ivith  it  a  certificate  in  the  following  form :  — 

VoL,VIL  U  "Adminis- 
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1881;  **  Administration  of  the  rentes  of  the  kingdom  of  the 

Jhjo  Sicilies.  A.  ducats  25.  Certificate  No.  14549,  ducats 
25»  at  the  rate  of  4-40  livres.  110  of  annual  rente,  to 
commence  from  the  1st  oi  January  1818,  good  for  twen- 
ty-five ducats  inscribed  in  the  great  book  of  the  kingdom 
of  the  Two  SicilieSf  in  the  joint  names  of  M.  M.  Jean 
Lewis  Falconnetf  Jean  SawiUo^  Charles  Lffwis  Itoulet% 
J.  Bte.  Bourgingnon,  Achille  Meaoricqffrej  Chas.  Bonnette^ 
under  the  number  of  the  order  of  payment  285. 

•*  To  the  bearer: 

**  The  proprietor  will  always  have  the  power  of  con- 
verting the  annpity  of  twenty-five  ducats  specified  in  this 
obligation,  into  inscriptions  in  the  great  book  of  this 
kingdom  in  his  own  name,  or  in  the  name  of  his  no- 
minees, upon  causing  this  document  to  be  presented  to 
the  administration  by  some  person  known  at  Naples  g 
together  with  the  orders  for  interest  not  due,  and  the 
receipt  for  procuring  new  orders  after  the  payment  of 
those  first  issued,  and  complying  with  the  mode  of 
transfer  in  use,  at  the  direction  of  the  great  book  of  this 
kingdom.  Made  at  Naples  the  17th  of  January  1918. 
Falcannett  and  Co.,  Mewrtcqffref  SowiUo^  and  Co.,  J.  Bte. 
Bourgingnon.  N.  B.  There  have  been  delivered  with 
this  certificate  six  orders  for  dividends,  the  last  of  which 
is  payable  the  1st  of  January  1821,  as  well  as  a  receipt 
for  obtaining  six  new  orders  for  the  succeeding  dividends, 
No.  123.  I,  the  undersigned  director  of  the  great  book 
attest,  that  this  present  certificate  of  No.  25,  ducats  of  an- 
nual rente,  numbered  14549,  is  part  of  an  inscription  in 
the  great  book  of  the  kingdom  of  the  T\bo  Sicilies  D.  750., 
transferred  No.  30.  into  the  names  above  mentioned,  and  to 
the  account  numbered  283.  The  above-mentioned  rente 
cannot  be  transferred  anew  but  on  the  presentation  of  this 
certificate,  in  order  that  my  signature  may  be  cancelled* 

**  NapleSf  the  17th  of  January  1818.  The  directors 
of  the  great  book,  registered  No.  4981. 

"  The  Liquidator  General." 

It 
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It  appeared  by  the  evidence  of  several  brokers  on  the 
trial  of  this  cause,  that  the  bordereaux  and  coupons  were 
never  sold  in  the  English  market  without  the  accom- 
panying certificate,  but  that  the  holder  of  a  coupon  was 
entitled  to  receive  the  amount  of  that  coupon  when  due, 
without  producing  either  the  bordereau  or  certificate; 
the  coupon  bearing  some  analogy  to  an  English  dividend 
warranL  In  an  answer  to  a  bill  filed  against  him  in 
Chancery,  the  Defendant  deposed,  that  he  believed  the 
coupons  were  often  sold  at  the  exchange  distinct  from  the 
bonds. 

Such  being  the  nature  of  these  instruments,  the 
Flainti£P,  who  had  purchased  100  of  them,  delivered  his 
hrdereaux  and  coupons  in  1824  to  Watls^  a  broker  at 
that  Ume  of  the  highest  respectability,  in  order  to  have 
the  coupons  renewed  at  Naples^  keeping  the  certificates 
ID  his  own  possession. 

Watts  had  for  some  years  been  employed  by  the  De- 
fendant to  invest  his  money,  and  JVatts's  usual  course 
^as,  to  allow  the  Defendant  3  per  cent,  on  his  deposits 
till  an  eligible  investment  could  be  found. 

The  Defendant  having  deposited  a  large  sum  for 
Investment  with  Watts  in  Juli/  1824,  WattSy  in  January 
1825,  sent  him  the  coupons  which  had  been  obtained 
from  Naples  for  the  Plaintiff,  and  deluded  the  Plaintiff 
by  telling  him  from  time  to  time  that  they  were  not  yet 
arrived. 

In  Sepiember  18125  Watts  absconded,  insolvent,  and 
was  never  heard  of  again. 

The  Plaintiff  having  traced  the  bordereaux  and  coupons 
to  the  Defendant,  and  still  holding  the  original  certifi- 
cates, sought  by  this  action  to  recover  from  the  Defend- 
ant as  well  the  bordereaux  and  remaining  coupons,  as  the 
interest  or  dividends  which  had  been  received  upon  the 
coupons  become  due. 

Tindal  C.  J.,  before  whom  the  cause  was  tried,  directed 

U  2  the 
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the  jury  to  find,  whether  the  bordereaux  and  coupon^ 
without  the  certificates,  passed  in  England  from  hand  to 
hand  like  money  or  bank  notes;  and,  whether  the 
Defendant  had  acted  with  proper  caution  in  taking  the 
bordereaux  without  requiring  the  certificates  to  whidi 
they  referred. 

The  jury  found  that  the  bordereaux  did  not  pass  like 
money,  and  that  the  Defendant  had  not  acted  wid 
due  caution  in  taking  them  without  the  certificates ;  and 
a  verdict  was  thereupon  found  for  the  Plaintiff,  which 


■% 


Taddy  Seijt.  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside,  on  th< 
ground  that  the  Chief  Justice,  upon  inspection  of  du 
bordereaux  and  coupons^  ought  to  have  decided  himsd: 
that  the  property  in  them,  like  that  in  bank  notes 
passed  by  delivery,  and,  if  so,  that  the  question  aboa 
caution  was  irrelevant,  no  person  being  bound  to  enqoir 
into  the  title  to  money,  or  to  instruments  passing  froo 
hand  to  hand  in  the  usual  course  of  mercantile  business 
In  Gorgier  v.  Mieville{a)y  it  was  held  that  Prussiai 
bonds,  payable  to  the  holder,  passed  by  delivery  in  dit 
country  as  bank  notes. 


Wilde  and  Adams  Seijts.  shewed  cause.  These  in 
struments  do  not  pass  from  hand  to  hand  like  banl 
notes  or  money,  and  the  Defendant  must  bear  th* 
consequences  of  his  want  of  caution  in  taking  th 
bordereaux  and  coupons  without  requiring  the  certificate 
to  which  they  refer.  Gill  v.  Cubitt  (i),  Snavo  v.  Pea 
cock  (c),  Down  v.  Hailing  {d).  Had  they  been  ! 
portion  of  the  British  circulation,  the  judge  might 
perhaps,  have  taken  on  himself  to  decide,  whether  the 
passed  by  delivery;  but,  being  foreign  securities,  th> 
usage  of  trade  with  respect  to  them,  was  a  fact  whid 


(a)  zB.t^C.  45' 
(t)  3JB.&C.466. 


(c)  3  Bingb.  408. 

(d)  aB.^C.  330- 


couli 
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could  only  be  found  by  the  jury.  The  coupons  are 
merely  receipts  to  be  given  up  when  the  sum  named  in 
them  is  paid.  In  Gorgier  v.  MieviUe,  the  instruments 
I'^ere  bonds  payable  to  bearer ;  it  was  expressly  proved 
that  they  passed  from  hand  to  hand  in  the  market  like 
acbequer  bills,  and  the  Court  relied  on  that  circum- 
stance in  discharging  the  rule  for  a  new  trial.  Here  it 
was  proved  that  the  bordereaux  and  coupons  were  never 
sold  without  the  certificate,  and  the  case  rather  resembles 
Glyn  V.  Baker  {a\  where  it  was  held  that  property 
10  India  bonds  did  not  pass  by  delivery,  because  there 
Was  no  proof  that  they  were  negotiable,  and  no  person 
could  sue  on  them  but  the  obligee. 

WUde  also  contended,    that   Watts   having   been   a 

debtor  of  the  Defendant's  ever  since  July  1824,  and 

^ving   delivered   the   bordereaux  and  coupons  to   the 

i)efendant  in  January  1825,  not  as  an  object  of  sale  for 

lOoney  advanced  at  the  time,  but  rather  as  a  security 

^MT  the  debt  already  due  from  Watts^  the  Defendant  had 

S>vcn  no  valid  consideration  for  these  instruments :  a 

"^alid  consideration,  it  was  argued,  could  only  consist  of 

^Value  given  for  the  identical  object  taken  in  exchange : 

^>ut  the  Court  having  expressed  no  opinion  upon  the 

Sx>int,  it  would  be  irrelevant  to  state  the   argument 

^Dore  at  length. 
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Taddy^  {Bompas  and  Heath  Serjts.  were  with  him,) 
contra.  These  instruments  are  negotiable  without  the 
certificate,  particularly  where  they  are  delivered,  as  in 
the  present  instance,  by  way  of  security.  The  certifi- 
cate merely  gives  the  holder  of  the  bordereau  an  option 
to  become  a  proprietor  of  Neapolitan  stock  to  the 
amount  of  the  bordereau^  instead  of  being  a  proprietor 
of  a  portion  of  the  circulating  or  floating  debt  of  Naples, 


(a)  13-Bflj/,  509. 
U  3 


But 
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Lang 
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But  the  bordereaux  and  coupons  are  available  for  all 
purposes  of  money  without  that  option ;  they  give  the 
holder  a  complete  title  to  the  half-yearly  payments,  and 
the  option  would  be  of  no  use  to  a  pledgee,  because  he 
could  only  avail  himself  of  the  certificate  by  giving  up 
the  bordereaux  and  coupons.  If  they  were  negotiable^ 
the  holder  might  lawfully  pledge  them.  In  Collins  w. 
Martin  (a),  Eyre  C.  J.  said,  **  The  property  passing 
with  the  possession,  it  is  admitted  that  a  banker  who 
receives  indorsed  bills  from  his  customers,  to  be  got  in 
when  due,  and  carried  to  his  account,  may  discount  or 
sell  them :  why  may  he  not  pledge  them  ?  Either  is  a 
breach  of  the  confidence  reposed  in  him:  he  may 
sell  because  the  property  has  been  intrusted  to  him; 
and  he  may  pledge  for  the  same  reason."  That 
case  is  confirmed  in  Trenttel  v.  Barandon{b)j  and  in 
LicJcbarraoo  v.  Mason  (c)  it  is  laid  down  as  ^'  a  broad 
general  principle,  that  wherever  one  of  two  inno- 
cent persons  must  suffer  by  the  acts  of  a  third,  be 
who  has  enabled  such  third  person  to  occasion  the  loss, 
must  sustain  it."  The  sole  question,  therefore,  is, 
whether  this  instrument  passes  from  hand  to  hand  by 
force  of  the  instrument  itself,  —  in  other  words,  whether 
it  is  payable  to  bearer  ?  and  the  question  left  to  the 
jury,  whether  the  Defendant  used  due  caution,  is  in- 
applicable, for  the  same  objection  might  be  urged  in  the 
case  of  bills  of  exchange.  Unless  in  the  case  of  a 
purely  commercial  instrument,  it  is  for  the  Court,  not 
the  jury,  to  decide  its  import;  FreemouU  v.  Dedier{d)\ 
as,  a  cash  note ;  Grant  v.  Vaughan  (e)  per  Wilmoi  and 
Yates  Js.  In  Miller  v.  Race  (g),  Lord  Mansfield  pats 
bank  notes  on  the  same  footing  as  money,  by  reason  oC 
their  currency.     "  It  has  been  quaintly  said,"  be  ob- 


(a)  I  B.^  P.  651. 
(t)  8  Taunt,  100. 
{c)  %  T.  R.  70. 


(d)  X  P.  fFmj.  429. 

(e)  3  Burr.  1528. 
(^)  1  Burr.  AST. 


serves, 


Lakg 
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BenreSf  *^  that  money  cannot  be  followed  because  it  has        18S1. 
no  earmark :  but  that  is  not  true;  the  true  reason  is  on 
account  of   the  currency  of  it.'*     So,   in   Wookey  v. 
jP6le  {a\  BeU  J.  says,  '*  The  representation  of  money       Smyth. 
which  is  made  transferable  by  delivery  only,  must  be 
sabject  to  the  same  rules  as  the  money  which  it  re- 
presents."    But  if  the  Court,  and  not  the  jury,  is  to 
decide  on  the  nature  of  British  instruments,  the  re- 
presentatives of  money,  no  reason  can  be  given  why 
they  should  not  equally  decide  on  the  nature  of  foreign 
instruments  made  payable  to  the  holder,  when  evidence 
has  been  given  that  they  are  correctly  translated.     In 
Gorgier  v.  Mievilkf  the  evidence  as  to  the  custom  with 
reqpect  to  Prussian  bonds  was  necessary,  because  a 
bond,  though  made  payable  to  bearer,  is  not  of  itself^ 
and  in  its  own  nature,  a  negotiable  instrument;  and 
that  distinction  disposes  also  of  the  case  of  Glyn  v. 
Bdter.     But  even  in  Gorgier  v.  Mievilkf  no  evidence 
iras  given  of  the  law  of  Prussia  with  respect  to  the 
bcmds ;  and  the  Chief  Justice  said,  *<  Whoever  is  the 
iiolder  of  the  instrument  has  power  to  give  tide  to  any 
person  honestly  acquiring  it" 

TiHDAL  C.  J.     In  this  case  two  questions  were  left  by 
^ne  for  the  decision  of  the  jury,  and  their  finding  is 
^ledsive,  if  either  question  was  correct,  and  correcdy  left 
to  the  jury.     I  shall  therefore  confine  myself  to  the  first, 
because  that  will  sufficiently  warrant  the  judgment  of 
tiie  Court,  not  because  I  have  any  doubt  on  the  second. 
The  first  question  was,  whether  the  instruments  in  dis- 
pute had  acquired,  from  the  course  of  dealing  pursued 
in  the  city,  the  character  of  bank  notes,  bills  of  exchange^ 
dividend  warrants,  exchequer  bills,  or  other  instruments, 
which  form  part  of  the  currency  of  this  country. 

(a)  4B.^  A.  6. 
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The  general  rule  of  law  is,  that  if  I  confide  proper^ 
to  an  agent,  and  he  disposes  of  it  without  aathority,  I 
may  recover  it  in  whatever  hands  it  may  be  foond. 

There  is  an  exception  to  this  rule  in  favour  of  the 
ordinary  currency  of  the  country,  which  rests^  on  the 
footing,  that  the  rule  would  be  inconvienient  if  it  bad  the 
efiect  of  impeding  mercantile  transactions. 

It  was  proper,  therefore,  for  the  jury  to  say,  what 
was  the  character  of  these  bordereaux  and  coupons.  Be- 
cause, if  they  were  merely  in  the  nature  of  securities,  as 
mortgage  deeds  and  the  like,  the  PlaintiflT  was  entitled 
to  recover;  if  the  Defendant  took  them  as  negotiable 
instruments,  he  might  be  entitled  to  retain  thero. 

It  has  been  contended,  indeed,  that  looking  at  the  &oe 
of  the  instruments,  the  Judge  ought  to  have  taken  upon 
himself  to  direct  the  jury  that  these  were  negotiable 
instruments.     But  had  I  taken  on  myself  to  decide  one 
way  or  the  other,  I  see  nothing  on  the  fiice  of  these 
instruments  to  lead  me  to   infer  they   are  n^otiaUe 
instruments.     First  let  us  consider  the  coupons :  they  are 
receipts  for  consecutive  half-yearly   payments   of  the 
rentes  of  the  Neapolitan  government.     Why  am  I  to 
say  that  these  receipts,  running  on  for  six  or  seven  years 
prospectively,  are   necessarily  negotiable  instruments? 
I  should  rather  say  the  contrary,  because  those  which 
become  due  at  remote  periods  detract  from  the  value  of 
those  which  are  more  immediately  payable;  the  whole 
requires  to  be  equalized  by  an  allowance  in  the  nature 
of  discount;  and  it  is  impossible  to  say  that  such  re- 
ceipts can  have  a  known  rate  of  discount  like  bills  of 
exchange.     Then,  the  bordereau  is  only  an  undertaking 
on  the  part  of  the  government  of  Naples  to  give  new 
coupons  when  the  present  shall  have  run  out.     Why  is 
that  to  be  taken  as  money  ? 

Therefore,  even  if  it  had   been   incumbent  on  the 
Judge  to  decide  what  was  the  nature  of  these  instru- 
ments, 
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meots,  there  is  nothing  on  the  iiice  of  them  to  lead  to 
the  conclusion  that  they  are  to  be  considered  as  money 
or  negotiable  instruments.     But  the  answer  to  the  ob» 
jection  is,  that  these  are  not  English  instruments,  recog- 
nised by  the  law  of  Englandj  but  Neapolitan  securities, 
brought  to  the  notice  of  the  Court  for  the  first  time; 
and,  as  Judges,  we  are  not  allowed  to  form  an  opinion  on 
them,  unless  supplied  with  evidence  as  to  the  law  of  the 
country  whence  they  come*      Judges  have  only  taken 
.  upon  themselves  to  decide  the  nature  of  instruments 
recognised  by  the  law  of  this  country ;  as  bills  of  ex- 
change, which  pass  current  by  the  law  merchant ;  divi- 
dend warrants ;  or  exchequer  bills,  the  transfer  of  which 
is  founded  on  statutes  which  a  Judge  in  an  English  court 
is  bound  to  know.     It  has  been  urged,  that  in  Gorgier 
V.  MieviUej  the  case  of  the  Prussian  bonds,  no  evidence 
iras  given  of  the  foreign  law ;  but  evidence  was  given, 
that  by  the  usage  of  merchants  in  this  country,  those 
bonds  passed  from  hand  to  hand,  which   usage  could 
%caroely  have  existed,  unless  they  were  negotiable  by 
delivery  in  Prussia,  so  that  evidence  as  to  the  law  of 
Jhnssia  was  rendered  unnecessary.     And  the  question 
is,  not  so  much  what  is  the  usage  in  the  country  whence 
the  instrument  comes,  as  in  the  country  where  it  is 
fMissed.     That  question  I  left  to  the  jury  in  the  present 
case ;  namely,  whether  in  this  country  these  coupons  and 
iordereaux  passed  from  hand  to  hand  ?   and  that  was  a 
point  which  it  was  incumbent  on  the  Defendant  to  make 
out,  since  the  general  rule  is,  that  the  Plaintiff  is  enti- 
tled to  pursue  his  property  into  whose  hands  soever  it 
comes.    But  the  evidence  shewed,  that  at  the  time  when 
these  instruments  were  disposed  of  they  were  not  re- 
garded as  money  or  as  negotiable  instruments.     The 
jury  having  found  that,  the  general  rule  must  prevail, 
and  the  verdict  for  the  Plaintiff  stand. 


1881. 


Lang 

V. 

Smith. 
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188L  Park  J.     It  is  not  necessary  to  enter  into  tbe  argt 

menti  whether  the  Defendant  gave  a  good  consideratic 
for  these  instruments  or  not  The  case  turns  on  H 
single  question,  whether  in  taking  them  without  farth 
•enquiry  he  proceeded  with  that  reasonable  caution  whi 
ought  to  exempt  him  from  the  Plaintiff's  claim  ?  It 
clear  that  he  is  liable  to  that  claim,  if  he  proceeded  wit 
out  due  caution.  That  is  the  rule  in  all  the  cases,  frc 
Miller  t.  Bace  to  Dawn  v.  Hailing.  In  Peacock 
Bhodes  it  was  held,  that  this  was  properly  to  be  left 
the  jury;  and  Laxoson  v.  Weston  (a)  has  been  total 
overturned  by  Grill  v.  Cvbitt.  The  cases  referred 
difier  only  in  specie ;  they  all  turn  on  the  same  pri 
ciple ;  and  the  question  is,  not  whether  there  has  be 
any  fraud  or  moral  delinquency,  but  whether  tbe  par 
has  conducted  himself  with  sufficient  caution  ?  Tl 
banker  who  changed  a  500/.  note  for  a  stranger  in 
small  town,  had  no  intention  to  assist  in  a  fraud,  bi 
merely  to  circulate  his  own  paper,  but  it  was  held,  1 
bad  not  proceeded  with  sufficient  caution,  and  be  w 
obliged  to  refund.  In  the  present  case,  several  expei 
enced  brokers  gave  evidence  that  there  was  no  instaD 
in  which  the  coupons  and  bordereaux  had  passed  witbo 
the  certificate.  But  without  that,  one  cannot  fiui 
observe,  that  each  of  these  instruments,  on  the  face 
it,  refers  to  the  other ;  and  the  director  of  the  Neapelik 
finances  requires,  that  upon  resorting  to  the  oertifieal 
the  bordereaux  and  coupons  shall  be  brought  in  ai 
destroyed.  That  was  enough/  of  itself  to  invite  enquii 
Suppose  bills  of  exchange  drawn  in  triplicate;  woo 
any  man  rely  on  one  set  without  knowing  what  bi 
become  of  the  other  two  ?  I  think  the  question  be 
was  rightly  left  to  the  jury,  and  that  the  jury  have  oob 
to  a  right  conclusion.    The  point  has  been  much  mo 

[a)  4  Esp*  $6. 

discttSM 
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discussed  since  Mr.  Justice  Bayley  differed  from  the       '1891. 
rest  of  the  Court  in  Wookey  v.  Pole  than  it  had  been 
before. 

BosANQUET  J.     I  am  of  opinion  that  there  is  no  su^ 
ficient  ground  for  objecting  to  the  direction  of  the  Chief 
Justice^  or  to  the  finding  of  the  jury.     Many  questioiis 
baye  been  raised,  which  it  is  not  necessary  for  us  to 
determine.    The  chief  points  are,  Whether  these  instru- 
ments were  negotiable,  and  whether  the  Defendant  took 
them  under  circumstances  which  ^ntitle  him  to  retain 
them.     It  has  been  contended,  first,  that  the  nature  of 
the  instruments   should  have  been  determined  by  the 
Chief  Justice,  and  not  left  to  the  jury.     Now,  these  are 
instruments  which,  primd  facie^  are  not  transferable  to 
bearer,  either  by  the  custom  of  merchants,  or  by  any 
statute.     It  was  incumbent  on  the  Defendant,  therefore, 
to  establish  that,  by  the  foreign  law,  these  were  nego- 
tiable instruments  which  passed  on  delivery.     The  evi- 
dence, however,  is  all  the  other  way,  and  shews  that 
tliese  instruments  were  only  transferable  sub  tnodo  /  that 
is,  not  separately,  but  one  with  the  others.     The  case  of 
Corgier  v.  MieviUe  has  been  relied  on  for  the  Defendant, 
liecanse  there  it  was  holden,  that  Prussian  bonds  were 
liq;ouable.      By   these  bonds,   however,   the  King  of 
Prussia  bound  himself  to  the  holder ;  and  that  was  not 
deemed  sufficient,  for  it  was  further  proved  that  bonds 
of  that  description  were  sold  in  the  market,  and  passed 
fipom  band  to  hand,  and  that  circumstance  was  relied  on 
by  the  Court.    But  admitting  even  that  these  instruments 
would  pass  from  hand  to  hand,  the  other  question  left 
to  the  jury  was  a  competent  and  an  important  question ; 
namely,  whether  these  instruments  were  received  with 
that  degree  of  caution  which  entitles  the  Defendant  to 
hold  them  against  a  party  who  has  been  deprived  of 
them  by  fraud.      In  the  cases  of  bank  notes,   which 

unques* 
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unquestionably  pass  by  delivery,  it  has  been  deemed 
important  to.  enquire  whether  notes  of  the  amount 
which  a  party  has  received  without  enquiry  are  com- 
monly negotiated  in  the  part  of  the  country  where  he 
received  them ;  or,  upon  the  particular  occasion ;  as  in  the 
case  of  the  note  which  was  passed  at  Doncaster  races.  So 
in  De  la  Chaumette  v.  The  Bank  of  England^  it  was  en- 
quired, whether  notes  of  the  amount  in  question  were 
usually  passed  in  France.  So  in  Salomons  v.  The  Bank 
of  England,  whether  such  notes  usually  passed  in  /fo/- 
land.  It  is  urged,  that  in  Gorgier  v.  MiexnUe^  the  Chief 
Justicesaid,  that  *^  whoever  is  the  holder  of  the  instrument 
has  power  to  give  title  to  any  person  honestly  acquiring 
it/'  But,  before  the  case  of  GUI  v.  Cubitt,  the  attention 
of  the  Courts  had  not  been  so  much  drawn  to  the  point, 
that  though  an  instrument  be  negotiable,  it  does  not 
pass,  if  there  be  a  want  of  proper  caution  on  the  part  of 
the  taker.  Here,  we  are  to  consider  whether  these 
instruments  were  taken  under  circumstances  which 
entide  the  holder  to  retain  them.  The  Defendant  is  a 
merchant,  and  his  agent  was  broker  in  extensive  busi- 
ness. The  Defendant,  therefore,  must  be  taken  to  know 
the  usage  of  trade,  and  that  usage  was  to  transfer  all 
the  instruments  together;  and  as  the  coupons  refer  to 
the  certificates,  it  was  for  the  jury  to  consider  whether 
there  was  reasonable  caution  in  taking  the  coupons  with- 
out requiring  the  certificates.  The  observation  that  the 
party  who  enables  another,  to  commit  a  fraud  ought 
himself  to  be  the  sufferer,  does  not  apply  to  the  Plaintiff; 
for  he  kept  the  certificates  in  his  own  hand  as  a  check 
upon  his  broker. 


Alderson  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  prin- 
ciple laid  down  in  Miller  v.  Race  is  "  Money  cannot  be 
followed  on  account  of  the  currency  of  it.  It  cannot  be 
recovered  after  it  has  passed  in  currency.'*     Setting  out 

from 
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from  that  as  the  true  principle,  let  us  examine  whe- 
ther these  instruments  were  taken  in  the  course  of 
currency.  Now,  as  the  bordereau  was  a  foreign  security, 
it  was  incumbent  on  the  Defendant  to  enquire  into  the 
course  of  currency  respecting  it,  and  it  appears  that  the 
course  is  not  to  take  the  bordereau  without  the  cer- 
tificate. I  think,  therefore,  that  evidence  was  properly 
reoei?ed  on  this  point,  and  that  the  jury  have  come  to  a 
correct  conclusion. 

Upon  the  second  question.  Whether  the  Defendant 
used  due  caution  in  taking  these  securities,  it  is  plain, 
that  if  he  had  asked    for  tlie  certificate  the  whole 
fifiud  would  have  been  prevented ;  but  he  omitted  to  do 
so^  and  it  was  properly  left  to  the  jury  to  say  whether 
he  had  acted  with  sufficient  caution.     When  he  took 
the  bordereau^  it  was  natural  to  ask,  *^  Where  is  the 
certificate  to  which  this  belongs?"     And  the  jury,  who 
are  more  conversant  with  mercantile  instruments,  were 
of  that  opinion.     As  to  the  argument,  that  the  Defend- 
ant trusted  his  broker,  and  was  not  acquainted  with  the 
natore  of  the  instruments,  if  he  chooses  to  go  into  the 
market  witliout  such  knowledge,  I  am  not  prepared  to 
say  he  uses  due  diligence  to  discharge  himself  from  the 
consequences. 

Rule  discharged. 
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Jan.  %s»         Carlisle,  Assignee  of  G.  V.  Leonard,  a 

Bankrupt,  v.  Garland. 

A  theriff's       ''PROVER,*  for  goods  seized  under  an  execution  bj 

officer  irized  ^^  Defendaot  as   sheriflF  of  the  county  o(  DoneL 

ffoods  under  si 

fi.fa.9nd  At  the  trial,  Dorchester  Summer  assizes  1826,  it  was 
packed  them     found  by  a  special  verdict,  that  George  Valentine  Loh 

"^V  ^"'  ward,  beinff  a  trader,  &c.,  on  the  15th  of  Octdber  18S4, 
ecution  was  -^  ©  »         »  » 

afterwards  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  on  which  a  commission 
abandoned,  ^^  afterwards  issued  against  him.  That  on  the  15lh  of 
ment  that  the  December  in  the  same  year,  a  writ  of  Jkri  facias  issued 
Plaintiff  in  the  out  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  tested  the  last  day  of 
mc^  iroods  Michaelmas  term  preceding,  returnable  on  Mondajf  next 
for  his  demand  after  eight  days  of  St.  Hilary  then  next,  and  directed  to 
instead  of  ^^  sheriff  of  Dorset^  commanding  him  to  levy  of  the 
portion  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  G.  V.  Leonard  a  debt  of 
goods,  how-  604/.  which  Joshua  Payne  had  recovered  against  him  in 
had  been  ^®  Court  of  King's  Bench,  with  65s.  for  his  damagesi 

seized,  were  &c.  Which  writ  was  endorsed  to  levy  306/.  Is.  6(Lf  be- 
**h*^  sides  sheriff's  fees,  poundage,  officers'  fees,  and  all  other 
under-sheriff's  incidental  expenses.  On  the  16th  of  the  same  montli, 
agent  to  the  the  writ  was  delivered  to  Mr.  William  Parr^  at  that 
to  hold  till  the  ^™®  under-sheriff  to  the  Defendant,  who  was  then  sheriflT 
Plaintiff  should  of  Dorset^  by  John  Williams^  an  agent  of  the  said  Joshua 

pay  him  the      p^^^  .  together  with  the  following  letter  from  Green 

ftypffnseff  or 

the  levy.  The  and  Ashurstj  his  attornies  :  — 

PUbtiff  after-  «  Sir,  —  The  bearer,  Mr.  Williams^  will  deliver  a  writ 
officer  atfid  the  of ./m  facias  to  you  which  we  have  issued  against  the 

goods  were  goods  of  Mr.  G.  F.  i>o;iar(/,  and  upon  which  you  will 
forwarded  to 

the  Plaintiff:  Held»  a  sufficient  conversion  to  render  the  sheriff  liable  in  trover  to  the 
assignees  of  the  Defendant  in  the  action,  who  had  become  bankrupt  upon  an  act  of 
bankruptcy  committed  before  the  execution. 

be 
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be  pleased  to  grant  a  warrant  to  an  officer  living  near 
to  I^me.  We  authorize  you  and  the  officer  to  take 
Mr.  WiUiam^s  directions  on  the  subject  of  this  execu- 
tion, and  to  withdraw  from  possession,  if  he  shall  think 
fit  to  request  you  so  to  do.     We  are,  &c«  Green  and 

On  the  17th  of  that  month  the  Defendant  issued  his 
warrant  directed  to  William  Restaricki  his  bailiff,  re- 
dtiog  the  writ,  and  commanding  him  to  levy  of  the 
goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  G.  V.  Ijeonard  as  required 
l^tbe  said  writ,  that  the  said  sheriff  might  have  the 
money  as  by  the  same  he  was  commanded.  That  war- 
not  was  delivered  by  Williams^  the  agent  of  Joshua 
fta/ne^  to  Bestarick  ;  together  with  the  following  letter 
from  Pctrr^  as  under-sheriff  to  Restarick: — 

"  Poole  J  16  Dec.  1824.  Payne  v.  Leonard. 
^'  Sir,  —  Enclosed  is  a  warrant  to  levy  on  the  De- 
ieodant*8  property,  which  I  send  you  by  Mr.  Williams^ 
whose  directions  you  will  take  in  the  execution  of  the 
Warrant ;  and  if  he  requests  you  to  withdraw  the  exe- 
CQtbn,  you  will  do  so  on  his  giving  you  a  written 
tadiority.     W.  Parr:' 

Sesiaricky  on  the   17th  of  December^   entered  Leo^ 

'terei's  house  at  Lyme  in   the  county  of  Dorset,  and 

Uiere  seized  and  took  divers  goods  in  the  declaration 

^Hentioned,   which  were  the  goods  of  Leonard  at  the 

time  of  hb  bankruptcy,  of  the  value  of  450/.   under 

^nd  .by  virtue  of  the  same  writ,  putting  Robert  Gas^ 

^oigne^  his  assistant,  in  possession,  and  leaving  with  him 

the   warrant ;  Gascoigne  kept  possession  of  the  same 

till  the  24th  of  the  same  month.     Whilst  Gascoigne  was 

so  in   possession  as  the  assistant  of  Reslarickf  divers 

goods,  parcels  of  goods  in  the  declaration  mentioned  of 

the  value  of  445/.,  which  were  the  goods  of  Leonard  at 

the  time  of  his  bankruptcy,  were  made  up  into  thirteen 

packages, 
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packages,  which  Bestarick  understood  were  padced  fo 
the  purpose  of  satisfyiog  the  levy  in  pursuance  of 
arrangement  made  between  Williams  and  Leottard^  eigfa^ 
of  them  to  pay  the  debt  due  from  Leonard  to  Payn^*^^ 
and  the  remaining  five  of  them  to  be  sold  by  Ptyne  fc^  ^ 
the  sheriff's  poundage,  officers'  fees,  and  other  expens^>^ 
which  WilliamSi  as  such  agent,  should  have  incorred  or 
might  incur  in  and  about  the  levy,  the  surplus  balance 
to  be  remitted   to  Leonard.    After  such  arraQgemeot 
had  been  so  made  between  them,  on  the  24th  of  Ik» 
cetnber^  Williams  delivered  to  Bestarick  two  letters,  OQe 
dated  the  23d  day  of  December^  signed  by  Leonari^ 
and  directed  to  Restarickj  as  follows :  —  **  I  request  and 
empower  you  to  take  goods   instead  of  cash   to  the 
amount  of  the  levy  in  the  above  cause/'     And  the  other 
dated  Lyme  24th  of  December  1824,   and  signed  by^ 
Williams,  as  follows :  —  **  I  hereby  authorize  and  re-> 
quest  you  to  quit  possession,  the  Plaintiff  having  been, 
satisfied  the  whole  debt  and  costs  in  this  action.^    The^ 
execution  was  afterwards  on  that  day  wholly  abandoned 
and  Gascoigne  and  Reslarick  quitted  the  premises  ol 
Leonard,  leaving  all  the  goods  thereon.     Two  hoa 
after,  Williams  came  to  Restatick  at  a  neighbouring  in; 
to  settle  with   him  for   the   sheriff's  poundage^  an 
BestaricVs  expenses  for  inventory,  holding  possession 
levying,   and   other  expenses;    which   were   then  ad- 
justed except  5/.,  as  to  which  Williams  and 
agreed,  that  Williams  should  cause  goods  to  the  amo 
of  5/.  to  be  packed  up  and  sent  to  Bridpori  to 
to  be  deposited  with  and  kept  by  him  till  the  5L  shouB^W 
be  remitted  to  him.     A  quantity  of  goods  of  the  valtme 
of  5/.,  being  the  residue   of  the  goods  mentioned   is 
the  declaration,  was  accordingly  fetched  from  the  shop 
of  the  bankrupt  by  a  shopman  of  the  bankrupt^  anc/ 
was  on   the   26th   of  December  received   at  Bridpcrt 
by  the  Lyme  carrier.     The  SL  was,  about  two  montbs 

after, 
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afteTi  paid  to  Restarick^  who  forwarded  the  package  of 
goods,  about  the  same  time  that  the  money  was  paid, 
by  the  van  to  Payne  in  London.  Restarick^  at  the 
time  he  received  the  goods,  knew  that  they  were  part 
of  the  goods  which  had  been  so  seized  ss  aforesaid. 
The  said  thirteen  packages  of  goods  were,  after  the  exe- 
cution was  so  abandoned  as  aforesaid,  on  the  same  day 
sent  by  Williams^  as  such  agent  as  aforesaid,  from  the 
iioase  of  Leonard  to  the  Cob  at  Lyme^  each  of  them 
being  marked  with  the  letters «/.  P.,  as  the  initials  of 
JoAua  Payn^%  name,  and  thence  shipped  for  London^ 
addressed  to  SmitVs  wharf,  and  directed  by  Williams 
to  be  sent  to  34.  Old  Change^  for  Joshua  Payne.  They 
were  landed,  on  their  arrival  in  London^  at  Smith's 
wharf.  On  the  8th  of  January  1825,  a  commission  of 
bankrupt  issued  against  Leonard^  under  which  he  was, 
on  the  14th  of  the  same  month,  declared  a  bankrupt 
On  the  29th  of  the  same  month  an  assignment  of  the 
estate  and  effects  of  the  bankrupt  was  made  by  the  com- 
missioners under  the  said  commission  to  the  Plaintiff. 
In  the  b^inning  oi  February  1825,  the  Plaintiff's  agent 
asked  the  wharGnger  at  Smith's  wharf  to  deliver  the  said 
packages  of  goods,  which  he  refused  until  it  was  ascer- 
tained in  a  court  of  law  to  whom  they  belonged.  On  the 
15th  of  June  1825,  at  Poole  in  Dorsetshire,  the  Plaintiff 
demanded  the  goods  mentioned  in  the  declaration  of  the 
Defendant,  who  referred  him  to  Mr.  PatT,  his  under- 
sheriff.  The  Plaintiff  soon  after,  seeing  the  Defendant 
and  Mr.  Parr  together  at  Poole,  asked  Mr.  Parr,  in 
the  presence  of  the  Defendant,  whether  it  was  his  in- 
tention to  comply  with  the  terms  of  the  same  demand 
or  not ;  to  which  Mr.  Parr  answered,  "  Certainly  not." 
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Bompas  Serjt  for  the  Plaintiff.     If  there  was  a  con- 
version of  these  goods  by  the  sheriff,   he  is  liable  in 
Vol.  VII.  X  trover 
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trover  to  the  assignees  under  the  commission  issued  on 
an  act  of  bankruptcy  committed  prior  to  the  levy, 
whether  he  knew  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy  or  not. 
Lazarus  v.  Waithman  (a).  Price  v.  Helyar  {b\  and  the 
cases  there  cited.  The  only  question,  therefore,  is, 
whether  there  was  any  conversion.  Now  the  sherifl^ 
having  by  the  note  of  the  under  sheriff  aathoriaed 
tVilliams  to  r^ulate  the  execution,  the  transfer  of  the 
goods  under  the  arrangement  betweeii  Williams  and 
the  bankrupt  for  the  purpose  of  securing  Pcyn^%  debt 
with  the  sheriff's  poundage  and  o£Bcer's  fees,  amounted 
to  a  conversion  of  the  goods  by  the  authority  of  the 
sheriff,  the  sheriff's  officer  allowing  them  to  be  packed 
up  while  in  his  custody,  and  afterwards  retaining  part 
of  them  as  a  security  for  the  payment  of  bis  own  fees. 
Wyatt  v.  Blades  {c\  Hurst  v.  Gwennap{d).  The 
Court  here  called  on 


Peake  Seijt  for  the  Defendant,  who  stated  that,  in 
this  cause,  it  had  originally  been  intended  to  reconsider 
the  decision  in  Cooper  v.  Chttty  (^),  but  since  the  verdict, 
the  point  in  dispute  had  been  settled  in  this  Court  by 
the  case  of  Price  v.  Helyar^  and  it  would  not  be  decorous 
to  impugn,  here,  so  recent  a  decision.  Cooper  v.  Ciiityf 
however,  when  rightly  understood,  determiped,  that  under 
circumstances  like  those  of  the  present  case,  the  sheriff, 
though  liable  in  trover  for  the  conversion  of  the  bank- 
rupts goods,  was  not  liable  for  the  mere  seizure  under 
the^^.  And  in  the  present  case  there  was  no  con- 
version by  the  sheriff.  The  sheriff's  officer  was  autho- 
rised to  withdraw,  by  Williams^  the  Plaintiff's  agent, 
and  the  sheriff  is  not  responsible  for  what  was  done  by 


(a)  sB.  M.  313. 
(0  3  Campb.  396. 


{d)  %  Stark.  306. 
(e)  tBurr,%o. 
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WilUams  after  the  officer  was  gone.  In  Wyatt  v.  Blades 
the  sheriff  refused  to  deliver  the  goods  while  they  were 
yet  in  bis  possession. 

Bompas.  The  under-sheriff,  by  his  letter  to  the 
officer,  adopted  all  the  acts  of  Williams;  and,  at  all 
events,  the  officer's  fees  were  paid  by  a  portion  of  the 
goods :  that  is  a  clear  conversion  by  the  sheriff. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.    The  statement  of  facts  on  this  special 
verdict,   shews   a  sufficient  conversion  to  entitle  the 
Plaintiff  to  sustain  an  action  of  trover,  supposing  the 
sheriff  liable  to  such  an  action.     I  look  only  to  the 
conversion,  because  the  other  point  has  been  so  recently 
determined  in  this  Court,  and  the  Court  of  Exchequer, 
that  if  the  Defendant  is  anxious  to  discuss  it  again,  it 
^I  be  better  he  should  resort  to  a  court  of  appeal. 
Here,  a  letter  from  the  under-sheriff  authorises  Restarick 
to  levy  on  LeonarJCs  goods  the  amount  endorsed  on  the 
Writ,  at  the  suit  of  Payne^  and  to  pursue  the  instructions 
of  WiUiamSf   Payru^s    agent.     Restarick  enters;    puts 
fjoscoygne  in  possession,  and  while  he  is  in  possession, 
^irteen   packages   are   made    up   for   the   purpose   of 
satisfying  Payne^s  debt :  another  is  afterwards  added  on 
the  authority  of  Williams.     What  becomes  of  the  goods 
9o  taken  ?     A  distinction  is  made  between  the  packages; 
one  of  them  gets  to  Restarick  at  Bridport^  and  the  rest 
ultimately  find  their  way  to  London.     Upon  the  whole, 
the  ^eriff  having  received  the  benefit  of  one  of  those 
parcels  in  discharge  of  his  poundage,  and  having  been 
instrumental  and  assenting  to  the  packing  up  of  the 
others,  must   be  considered  a  principal  in  the  trans- 
action.    I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  there  has  been 
a  sufficient  conversion  to  raise  the  question,  if  the  party 
chooses  to  carry  it  farther. 

X  2  Park 
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Park  J.  I  concur  as  to  the  conversion,  and  upon 
the  other  point  it  is  not  necessary  to  pronounce  an 
opinion,  although  nothing  which  has  been  urged  to-day 
has  induced  me  to  doubt  the  authority  of  the  cases 
which  establish  the  sheriiTs  liability. 


.  BosANQUET  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and  con- 
sider the  Court  bound  by  the  decisions  as  to  the  re- 
sponsibility of  the  sheriff,  upon  which  decisions,  although 
it  is  unnecessary  to  express  an  opinion,  I  am  not 
disposed  to  cast  any  doubt.  As  to  the  conversion,  the 
sheriff  has  been  a  party  to  all  that  has  been  done^  and 
has  exercised  a  control  over  the  goods  to  secure  payment 
of  the  poundage.  That  amounts  to  a  sufficient  con- 
version. 


Alderson  J.  The  sheriff  involves  himself  in  all  the 
acts  of  Williams^  who  has  clearly  converted  the  pro- 
perty, and  I  think  has  converted  it  as  agent  of  the 
sheriff. 

Judgment  for  Plaintiff. 
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>\  SSAULT  and  battery.  In  jutdficadon 

The  Defendants  pleaded  the  general  issue ;  and  2Je*Drf^.'' 
by  a  second  plea,  that  before  the  committing  the  sup-  ants  pleaded, 
trespasses,  to  wit,  on,  &c.  at,  &c.  the  inhabitants  ^^  ^^  ^«* 
f  the  parish  oi  Sproatley^  then  in  vestry  assembled,  did  ^  J  select 
duly  and  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  vestry,  and 
^aiae  made  and  provided,  establish  a  select  vestry  for  the  tm^^io-  C!^ 
concerns  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish,  and  to  that  end  an  intruder. 
«1id  then  and  there  duly  nominate  and  elect  in  the  same  ^^^  ^^  ^® 
'vestry  such  and  so  many  substantial  householders  and  having  receiy- 
cccapiers  within   the   said   parish,   not  exceeding  the  ed  no  notice  of 
number  of  twenty,  nor  less  than  five,  as  were  in  such  uddT^^^tiie 
vestry  thought  fit  to  be  members  of  the  said  select  vestry,  justification 
to  wit,  Thomas  Dibbs^  Edward  Barber^  Robert  Fussy^  ^^  »^  "*^« 
George  Caley^  and  John  WiUiamson  /  that  afterwards  and 
before  the  committing  the  supposed  ti*espasses,  to  wit, 
on,   &c  at,  &c.   the  said   persons  so  nominated  and 
elected  as   aforesaid,  were  duly  appointed  by  writing 
according  to  the  said  act,  under  the  hand  and  seal  of 
one  Christopher  St/kes^  clerk,  he,  the  said  C  Sykes^  then 
and  there  being  one  of  his  majesty's  justices  of  the  peace 
in  and  for  the  county  of  York;  that  the  Defendants, 
before  and  at  the  time  when,  &c.  were  overseers  of  the 
poor  of  the  said  parish  of  Sproatley^   and   that  after-* 
wards  and  before  the  time  when,  &c.  to  wit,  on,  &c. 
a  select  vestry  of  the  said  parish  was  duly  assembled 
and  holden  in  a  certain  convenient  place  within  the  said 
parish,  to  wit,  in  a  certain  school-room  within  the  said 
parish,  touching  the  care  and  management  of  the  con- 
cerns of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish,  according  to  the 
said  act ;  at  which  select  vestry  the  said  Defendants,  as 
overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish  were  pre- 
sent ;  that  just  before  the  time  when,  &c.  and  whilst 
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the  said  select  vestry  was  duly  holden  and  sitting  in  the 
said  school-room  on  parochial  business  as  aforesaid,  to 
wit,  on,  &c.  the  Plaintiff  unlawiiilly  entered  and  came 
into  the  said  school-room,  and  then  and  there  made  a 
great  noise  and  disturbance  therein,  and  stayed  and 
remained  therein  making  such  noise,  without  the  leave 
or  licence  and  against  the  will  of  the  said  select  vestry  so 
assembled  as  aforesaid,  and  thereby  then  and  there 
greatly  disturbed  and  disquieted  the  Defendants  and  the 
other  persons  then  and  there  composing  the  said  select 
vestry  as  aforesaid ;  and  thereupon  the  Defendants  being 
such  overseers,  and  two  of  the  select  vestry  so  assembled  as 
aforesaid,  then  and  there  requested  the  Plaintiff  to  cease 
from  making  his  said  noise  and  disturbance,  and  to  go 
and  depart  from  and  out  of  the  said  school-room,  which 
the  Plaintiff  then  and  there  wholly  refused  to  do;  where- 
upon the  Defendants,  to  prevent  such  interruption  as 
aforesaid,  and  to  force  and  compel  the  Plaintiff  to 
quit  and  leave  the  said  school-room,  at  the  said  time 
when,  &c.  quietly  laid  their  hands  on  the  Plaintiff,  in 
order  to  remove,  and  did  attempt  to  remove  the 
Plaintiff  from  and  out  of  the  said  school-room;  and 
thereupon  the  Plaintiff  then  and  there  forcibly  and 
violently  resisted  the  Defendants,  and  then  and  there 
unlawfully  attempted  to  stay  and  remain  in  the  said 
school-room;  and  it  then  and  there  became  and  was 
necessary  to  use  force  and  violence  for  tlie  purpose  of 
removing  the  Plaintiff  from  and  out  of  the  said  school- 
room, and  thereupon  the  Defendants  did  then  and 
there  seize  and  lay  hold  of  the  Plaintiff  by  the  collar  of 
his  coat,  and  pulled  and  dragged  about  the  Plaintiff 
and  gave  and  struck  the  Plaintiff  the  blows  and  strokes 
in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  forced,  pushed,  pulled, 
dragged,  and  drove  the  Plaintiff  from  and  out  of  the 
said  school-room  in  the  said  school-house  or  building, 
and  necessarily  and  unavoidably  gave  the  Plaintiff  the 
other  blows  and  strokes  in  the  declaration  mentioned. 


as 
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as  it  was  lawful  for  them  to  do  for  the  cause  aforesaidi       18S1. 
doing  no  unnecessary  damage  or  injury  to  the  Plaintiff 
on  that  occasion. 

The  third  plea  stated, 

That  the  Defendants  and  divers  other  persons  com- 
posing part  of  the  said  select  vestry  of  the  said  parish, 
before  and  at  the  said  time  when,  &c.  were  lawfully  pos- 
sessed of  a  certain  school-room,  part  and  parcel  of  the 
said  school-room  or  building  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned ;  and  being  so  possessed  thereof,  the  Plaintiff  just 
liefbre  the  time  when,  &c.,  to  wit,  on,  &c.  was  unlaw- 
fully in  the  said  school-room,  and  with  force  and  arms 
making  a  great  noise  and  disturbance  there,  and  at  ilie 
said  time  when,  &c.  staid  and  continued  there,  making 
such  noise  and  disturbance,  without  the  leave  or  licence 
and  against  the  will  of  the  Defendants  and  divers  other 
persons  composing  part  of  the  said  select  vestry  as  afore- 
said,  and  then  and  there  greatly  disturbed  and  dis- 
quieted the  Defendants  and  the  said  other  persons  in 
the  peaceable  and  quiet  possession  and  enjoyment  of 
the  said  school-room;  and  thereupon  the  Defendants 
then  and  there  requested  the  Plaindff  to  cease  making 
hb  said  noise  and  disturbance,  and  to  go  and  depart 
from  and  out  of  the  said  school-room,  which  the  Plain- 
tiff then  and  there  wholly  refused  to  do ;  whereupon 
the  Defendants,  in  defence  of  the  possession  of  the  said 
school-room,  and  to  force  and  compel  the  Plaintiff  to 
quit  and  leave  the  said  school-room,  at  the  same  time 
when,  &c.  in  the  said  count  mentioned,  gently  laid  their 
bands  upon  the  Plaintiff,  &c. 

At  the  trial  before  Tindal  C.  J.,  last  York  assizes,  it 
appeared  that  the  vestrymen  named  in  the  second  plea, 
with  the  exception  of  Dibbsy  were  assembled  on  a  special 
occasion,  and  on  an  unusual  day,  in  the  school-room  of 
the  parish  of  Sproatleyy  to  discuss  parish  business ;  that 
no  notice  of  the  meeting  had  been  given  to  Dibbs^ 
although  the  others  had  been  duly  summoned;  and  that 

X  4.  the 
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1831*  the  Plaintiff,  not  being  a  select  vestryman,  and  endea- 
vouring to  force  himself  into  the  room,  was  violently 
thrust  out  by  the  Defendants. 

Vvssf.  Tindal  C.  J.  thought  the  Defendants  had  not  made 

out  their  allegation  that  they  were  assembled  as  a  select 
vestry,  Dibbs  never  having  received  any  notice  of  the 
meeting ;  and  the  Plaintiff  obtained  a  verdict. 

Jones  Setjt  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  ver- 
dict, against  which 

Wilde  Serjt.  was  about  to  shew  cause ;  but  the  Court 
called  on 

Jones  to  support  his  rule.  As  against  a  wrongdoer  it 
was  sufficiently  shewn  that  the  Defendants  were  as- 
sembled in  vestry.  It  would  be  of  the  worst  conse- 
quence if  persons  acting  in  a  public  and  official  capacity 
should  be  subject  to  insult  and  outrage,  and  be  debarred 
redress  if  there  happen  to  be  any  informality  in  the 
mode  of  calling  them  together.  In  similar  cases,  as  in 
proving  the  authority  of  constables  and  others,  it  has 
always  been  held  sufficient  to  shew  that  they  act  as  such^ 
without  proving  the  correctness  of  their  appointment. 
As  against  a  wrong-doer  it  is  sufficient  to  shew  that  the 
Defendants  were  acting  as  vestrymen.  If  it  were  other- 
wise, there  would  be  no  means  of  protecting  them  from 
intrusion  for  the  interval  between  the  arrival  of  the 
first  vestryman  and  the  last  necessary  to  form  a  quorum  s 
for,  strictly  speaking,  they  are  not  a  vestry  till  that 
number  is  assembled.  At  all  events,  the  proof  given 
was  sufficient  under  the  third  plea,  which  does  not  allege 
that  the  select  vestry  were  duly  assembled. 

Tindal  C.  J.  The  question  on  the  first  special  plea 
is.  Whether  the  Defendants  have  made  out  the  allega- 
tion that  they  were  a  select  vestry  duly  asisembled. 

The 
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The  ihtroduction  of  select  vestries  is  of  recent  date* 
Thej  were  first  established  by  5d  0. 3.  c.  12.,  which 
enacts,  *<  That  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  inhabitants  of 
any  parish,  in  vestry  assembled,  and  they  are  hereby 
empowered,  to  establish  a  select  vestry  for  the  concerns 
of  the  poor  of  such  parish ;  and  to  that  end,  to  nominate 
and  elect,  in  the  same  or  in  any  subsequent  vestry,  or 
any  adjournment  thereof  respectively,  such  and  as  many 
aabstantial  householders  or  occupiers  within  such  parish, 
not  exceeding  the  number  of  twenty  nor  less  than  five, 
as  shall  in  any  such  vestry  be  thought  fit  to  be  members 
of  the  select  vestry;    and   the  rector,  vicar,  or  other 
minister  of  the  parish,  and  in  his  absence  the  curate 
thereof  (such  curate  being  resident  in  and  charged  to 
the  poor's  rates  of  such  parish),  and  the  churchwardens 
and  overseers  of  the  poor  for  the  time  being,  together 
^itb  the  inhabitants  who  shall  be  nominated  and  elected 
^  aforesaid   (such   inhabitants  being  first  thereto  ap- 
pointed by  writing  under  the  hand  and  seal  of  one  of 
^^  majesty's  justices  of  the  peace,  which  appointment  he 
'•hereby  authorized  and  required  to  make),  shall  be  and 
^siitute  a  select  vestry  for  the  care  and  management 
®' th^  concerns  of  the  poor  of  such  parish,  and  any  three 
^^tem  (two  of  whom  shall  neither  be  churchwardens  nor 
^'^ft«*aeers  of  the  poor)  shall  be  a  quorum ;  and  every  such 
*^'^^rt  vestry  shall  meet  once  in  every  fourteen  days,  and 
^^^^er  if  it  shall  be  found  necessary,  in  the  parish  church, 
®'  i^  some  other  convenient  place  within  the  parish." 
^t^at  then  is  to  bring  them  together?  we  should  look 
P^^^arily  at  what  was  the  custom  in  this  respect  before. 
"^^^  mode   of  bringing  a  general  vestry  together  is 
'^Vilated   by   58   G.  3.  c.  69,,   namely,   by  four  days' 
'^^ice  affixed  to  the  church  door ;  and  without  saying 
^^►^  those  regulations  are  to  be  applied  to  select  vestries, 
"*^^  afford  a  reason  for  thinking  that  some  formal  mode 
"*^5t  be  pursued  to  bring  a  select  vestry  together.     If 
™^y  had  agreed  to  meet  every  day  in  the  week,  that, 

perhaps, 
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1881*'  perhaps^  would  have  been  sufScient;  so,  if  tbey  had  met 
and  had  adjourned  to  a  given  day :  but  in  the  present 
case  a  meeting  has  been  called  on  special  business,  on 
iin  unusual  day,  and  we  are  called  on  to  say  that  the 
meeting  was  legally  convened,  although  one  of  the 
vestrymen  had  received  no  notice  that  it  would  take 
place.  Such  a  decision  would  lead  to  great  incon- 
venience and  mischief,  enabling  perhaps  three  to  meet 
to  the  exclusion  of  the  remaining  seventeen,  and  adopt 
resolutions  in  which  the  majority  would  never  have 
concurred.  By  analogy  to  the  rules  which  prevail  in 
summoning  the  members  of  a  corporation,  it  is  im^ 
possible  to  hold  this  meeting  as  a  legally  constituted 
vestry.  It  has  been  urged,  however,  that  the  second 
special  plea  does  not  allude  to  the  vestry  so  assembled ; 
but  it  refers  without  qualification  to  the  vestry  men- 
tioned in  the  first  special  plea,  and  therefore  incorporates 
the  allegation  that  it  was  legally  assembled.  If  it  be 
taken  otherwise,  the  Defendants  are  out  of  Court  on  that 
plea,  for  unless  the  nature  of  the  meeting  entitled  them 
to  exclude  the  Plaintifi^  there  is  nothing  to  shew  that 
he  was  a  wrongful  intruder.  The  rule,  therefore, 
must  be  discharged. 

Park  J.  On  looking  at  the  first  special  plea,  I 
entertain  no  doubt  on  this  case,  for  the  Defendants 
allege  that  they  were  assembled  as  a  select  vestry,  and 
it  turns  out  that  they  were  not  a  select  vestry,  and  the 
case  is  the  stronger  against  them  as  they  were  not 
assembled  on  the  general  day  of  meeting.  If  they 
choose  another  day  for  special  purposes,  it  is  impossible 
to  say  they  are  duly  constituted  unless  notice  of  the 
meeting  be  served  on  all.  To  hold  otherwise  wouki 
lead  to  enormous  mischief,  and  all  sorts  of  jobs.  The 
allegations  in  the  first  special  plea  as  to  the  constitution 
of  the  vestry,  are  drawn  by  reference  into  the  second 
special  plea. 

BOSAN- 
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BosANQUET  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion.     On  the 
first  special  plea,  tlie  question  is,  Whether  the  alle- 
gation that  the  Defendants  were  duly  assembled  as  a 
select  vestry,  has  been  made  out.      As  they  were  as- 
sembled not  on  the  general  day  of  meeting,  but  on  a 
Particular  day  and  for  a  special  purpose,  they  should 
liiiTe  proved  the  notice,  without  which  they  could  not 
t>e  assembled  as  a  vestry.      The  sort  of  notice  is  not 
ZKiaterial;   but  some  notice  should  have  been  shewn, 
^md  it  is  admitted  that  one  of  them  received  none.     As 
'(o  the  second  special  plea,  the  reference  to  the  said 
^Vestry  described  in  the  first  special  plea  must  be  taken 
^4>   mean  the  vestry  as  there  described :  if  not,  it  can 
only  mean  that  they  were  members  of  the  vestry  acci- 
dentally assembled  in  the  same  room.     But  unless  they 
^ere  acting  in  the  character  of  a  vestry  legally  assem- 
bled,  they   have   shewn   no   authority  to   exclude  the 
Plaintiff     The  plea  is  not  adapted  to  meet  the  argu- 
ment tliat  they  were  entitled  to  exclude  the  Plaintiff  if 
they  were  only  assembled  ostensibly  as  a  select  vestry, 
or  before  they  were  all  duly  assembled. 


Alderson  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  may  be 
that  under  the  second  special  plea  the  Defendants  are 
not  so  strictly  bound  to  shew  that  they  were  duly  as- 
sembled, as  under  the  first  special  plea ;  but  unless  they 
shew  that,  they  shew  no  right  to  turn  the  Plaintiff  out ; 
for  the  room  appears  to  have  been  a  parish  school-room, 
into  which,  for  aught  that  appears,  the  Plaintiff  had  as 
much  right  to  enter  as  the  Defendants.  I  entirely  con- 
cur in  the  observations  which  have  been  made  on  the 
inconvenience  that  might  be  occasioned  by  allowing  the 
select  vestry  to  meet  without  notice.  The  minority 
might  come  to  resolutions  without  the  majority;  or  the 
majority  without  the  minority,  who,  if  they  had  been 
present,  might  have  dissuaded  or  deterred  them  from 

such  a  course. 

Rule  discharged. 
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Jan,  26. 


Kay  v.  Grover  and  Another* 


Under  a  war- 
nnt  against 
the  goods  of 
ji^  the  De- 
fendanty  an 
overseer*  took 
goods  akeady 
in  the  hands 
of  the  bailiff 
of  >4.'s  land- 
lord) as  a  dis- 
tress  for  rent : 
Held,  that  the 
Defendant  was 
not  protected 
by  the  sixth 
section  of 
»4Cr.a.  f.44. 


^HE  Plaintiff  had  taken,  under  a  distress  for  rent, 
certain  goods  belonging  to  his  tenant  Hoare^  and 
kept  a  bailiff  in  possession  of  them  a  considerable  timci 
with  a  view,  as  he  alleged,  to  spare  his  tenant  the  loss 
which  would  ensue  on  a  sudden  sale  by  auction. 

While  the  goods  were  so  in  the  custody  of  the  Plain- 
tiff's bailiff,  the  Defendants,  overseers  of  the  parish, 
imagining  there  was  some  collusion  between  the  Plain- 
tiff and  Hoare  to  save  Hoare  from  the  payment  of 
poor-rates,  obtained  a  distress  warrant  from  a  magis- 
trate, and  seized  as  a  distress  for  poor-rates  due  from 
Hoare^  the  goods  already  in  custody  of  the  Plaintiff's 
bailiff,  notwithstanding  the  magistrate,  who  had  heard 
something  of  the  circumstances,  cautioned  them  against 
taking  goods  already  under  distress. 

The  Plaintiff  thereupon,  without  demanding  a  perusal 
or  copy  of  the  magistrate's  warrant,  brought  this  actioi 
to  recover  damages,  and  having  obtained  a  verdict  foi 
42/.  at  the  trial  before  Lord  Tenterden  C.  J.  last  Heri- 
Jbrd  assizes. 


Andrews  Serjt.  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial,  o 
the  ground  that  the  verdict  was  against  the  evidence;  c=x 
to  etiter  a  nonsuit,  on  the  ground  that  under  the  statu^"^e 
S4  G.  2.  c.  44.  5. 6.  the  Defendants  were  not  liable  to  eaao 
action  unless  the  Plaintiff  had  demanded  a  perusal  ^^r 
copy  of  the  warrant 


fVilde  Serjt.  shewed  cause.     This  is  not  a  case  witts/ii 
the  statute,  the  object  of  which  was  to  protect  the  officer 
where  the  magistrate  ought  to  be  responsible.     But  the 

magistrate 
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'Qagistrate  could  never  have  been  responsible  here,  for        18S1. 
Ae  was  bound  upon  application  to  grant  the  warrant  of 
distress  for  poor  rate  due  from  the  tenant ;  and  it  is  not 
'^is  fault  if  the  officers,  disregarding  the  authority  given 
^l^em  by  the  warrant,   take  the  goods  of  the  landlord 
^v^stead  of  the  goods  of  the  tenant.     In  Parian  v. 
fVflUams  (a)  a  constable,  acting  under  a  warrant  com- 
^nandwg  him  to  take  the  goods  of  A.j  took  the  goods  of 
J3.J  and  the  Court  were  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  con- 
actable  not  having  acted  in  obedience  to  the  warrant, 
'^irhich  directed  him  to  take  the  goods  of  A.^  the  magis- 
trate could  not  be  responsible ;  and  therefore  there  was 
mo  necessity  for  demanding  a  copy  of  the  warrant. 

Andrews*  If  the  constable  perversely  takes  the  goods 
of  the  wrdDg  person,  it  is  clear  he  is  not  protected :  the 
question  is,  whether  he  acts  honestly  to  the  best  of  his 
judgment;  if  so,  he  is  entitled  to  protection.  In 
Parton  v.  Williams^  Bayley  J.  says,  ^^  When  a  constable 
is  acting  IxmA  jide^  and  with  an  honest  opinion  that  he 
is  discharging  his  duty,  and  that  he  is  acting  at  the  very 
time  in  obedience  to  the  warrant  of  a  magistrate,  I  am 
of  opinion  that  he  is  entitled  to  the  protection  of  the 
eighth  section  of  the  statute."  If  so,  there  seems  to  be 
no  good  reason  why  he  should  not  be  protected  under 
the  sixth  also. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  This  rule  has  been  obtained  on  two 
grounds :  first,  that  within  the  effect  and  operation  of 
die  statute  24  G.  2.  c.  44.  s.  6.  the  Plaintiff  is  not  entitled 
to  recover,  because  there  has  been  no  demand  of  a  pe- 
rusal and  copy  of  the  warrant  under  which  the  Defend- 
ant acted. 

Secondly,  that  the  verdict  is  against  the  evidence. 

(a)  iB.li  A*  330. 

As 
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1831.  As  to  the  first  objection,  looking  at  the  statute,  it 

seems  to  us  that  it  applies  only  to  cases  in  which  there 
is  a  defect  of  jurisdiction  in  the  magistrate  who  grants 
the  warrant,  and  the  officer  has  acted  strictly  in  obe- 
dience to  the  warrant  Before  the  passing  of  that 
statute  the  consequences  of  a  want  of  jurisdiction  in  the 
magistrate  who  issued  the  warrant  often  fell  on  the 
officer,  who  was  bound  to  obey  it.  It  was  therefore 
provided  that  ^^  no  action  be  brought  against  any  jus- 
tice^ constable,  headborough,  or  other  officer,  or  against 
any  person  or  persons  acting  by  his  order  and  in  his 
aid,  for  any  thing  done  in  obedience  to  any  warrant 
under  the  hand  or  seal  of  any  justice  of  the  peace,  until 
demand  hath  been  made  of  the  perusal  or  copy  of  the 
warrant,"  &c. ;  and  it  then  directs  that  if  any  action  shall 
afterwards  be  brought  against  such  constable  withoot 
making  the  justice  a  defendant,  the  constable,  upon  pro- 
ducing the  warrant  at  the  trial,  shall  be  entitled  to  a 
verdict,  notwithstanding  the  defect  of  jurisdiction  in  the 
justice ;  and  that  if  the  action  be  brought  jointly  against 
the  justice  and  the  constable,  then,  on  proof  of  the 
warrant,  the  jury  shall  find  for  the  constable,  notwith* 
standing  the  defect  of  jurisdiction.  That  enactment 
cannot  apply  here,  where  the  magistrate  has  issued  a 
legal  warrant,  and  the  case  falls  within  the  rule  laid 
down  in  Parian  v.  Williams,  where  it  was  held  that  a 
constable  who  under  a  warrant  from  a  magistrate  takes 
the  goods  of  ^.  instead  of  the  goods  of  £.,  is  not  within 
the  sixth  section  of  the  statute. 

Park  J.  1  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  is  admitted 
that  the  Defendant  is  entitled  to  the  protection  of  the 
act,  if  his  case  falls  within  it.  But  it  does  not  fall 
within  the  act,  because  the  sixth  section  is  intended 
to  protect  the  officer  only  where  the  magistrate  would 

have 


(a)  BosanquetJ.  was  absent.  (r)  2  M.iffS*  2s  9* 

(h)  tB.lffC.  232.  (d)  2  Cam  ^ P. 464. 
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have  been   liable,   and   the   officer   has   acted   strictly        ISSl. 

pursuant  to  the  warrant.     The   magistrate  would  not 

have  been  liable  here,  for  he  could  not  refuse  to  grant 

the  warrant,  and  he  warned  the  party  by  saying,  ^'  Take 

care  not  to   take   goods   under   distress."     The   case, 

therefore,   cannot    be    distinguished    from    Parton  v. 

WiUiams. 

Aldersok  J.  (a)     I  am  of  the  same  opinion.     The 

sixth  section  of  the  act  entirely  differs  from  the  eighth, 

and  bears  a  different  construction.     The  object  of  the 

sixth  section  is  only  to  protect  the  constable,  where  the 

magistrate  has  no  jurisdiction.     If  the  party  had  sued 

the  magistrate  and  constable,  a  verdict  must  have  been 

^od  for  the  magistrate,  as  he  was  bound   to  grant 

U)e  warrant,  and  the  constable  must  have  been  excused, 

because  he  was  bound  to  execute  the  warrant     It  is 

impossible  to  consider  such  a  case  within  the  purview  of 

the  act.     The  point  has  already  been  decided  in  Crozier 

y.  Cundey  {b)f' where  a  constable  having  a  warrant   to 

search  for  certain  specific  goods,  alleged  to  have  been 

stolen,  found  and  took  away  those  goods,  and  certain 

others  also,  supposed  to  have  been  stolen,  but  which 

were  not  mentioned  in  the  warrant,  and  were  not  likely 

to  be  of  use  in  substantiating  the  charge  of  stealing  the 

goods  mentioned  in  the  warrant;  it  was  held  that  the 

constable  was  liable  to  an  action  of  trespass,  although 

Qo  copy  of  the  warrant  had  been  demanded.     Bell  v. 

OaUey  (c)  is  to  the  same  effect.     In  Sly  v.  Stevenson  (</}, 

it  was  holden  that  a  constable  who  delivers  a  copy  of  his 

^arrant  to  the  party  grieved,  cannot  thereby  discharge 

himself^  unless  the  party  has  a  right  of  action  (supposing 

the  warrant  illegal)  against  the  magistrate  under  whom 


he 
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1831.  he  actSr  If  the  Defendant  in  the  present  case  I 
vered  a  copy  of  the  warrant,  the  PlaintiiF  woi 
had  no  action  against  the  magistrate. 

Rule  dm 


Jan.  26.  Price  v.  Severn, 

An  importu-  H^HIS  action  was  brought  to  recover  compeni 

nate  beggar  damaces  for  an  assault  and  false  imprisonm 

having  refused  ^  "^ 

to  quit  the  Defendant  pleaded  not  guilty;  and  the  cause  n 

Defendant's  before  Gaselee  J,  at  the  last  Northampton  assi 

Defendant  appeared  that  the  Plaintiff,  a  man  in  low  circun 

ordered  him  claimed  relationship  with  the  wife  of  the  Defend 

^^jPP*^"  had  been  recently  high  sheriff  for  the  county  ol 

constable,  ampton.      The    Plaintiff  went  down  from   Lo 

which  was  Northamptonshire,  and  applied  at  the  Defendant 

done,  and  he  -,  .  •  •«  •  1 

remained  in  ^^^  pecuniary  assistance.    Becoming  unreasonab 

custody  one  demands,  he  was  warned  off  the  premises.      ] 

mg  t  at  an  however,  continued  his  importunities,  and  ha 

mn ;  the  next  ^  .  .     '^ 

day  he  was  fused  to  quit  the  premises,  the  Defendant  di 

brought  again  constable  to  take  him  into  custody.     This  01 

fendant  who  '  constable  obeyed,  and  the  Plaintiff  was  taken  U 

told  him  he  for  the  night     On  the  following  morning  he  w 

might  have  broucht  to  the  Defendant,  and  after  some  little 

two  sovereigns       ^     '^      ^ 

or  go  before  ation,  said  he  must  have  some  money.     The  D< 

a  magistrate ;  guij  he  would  ask  Mrs.  Severn  about  that  —  wc 

stipulated  for  —  *"^  returned  in  a  few  minutes  with  two  so\ 

something  which  he  told  the  Plaintiff  he  might  take  or  go 

more  to  pay  justice :  the  Plaintiff  consented  to  take  the  mo 

his  charges  at  «*   ^ 

the  inn ;  De-  said,  at  the  same  time,  that  he  must  have  somet 

*?*^^  g*^  the  keep  of  his  horse.     The  Defendant  then  g 

crown  and  half-a-crown,  and  directed  the  butler  to  fumis 

some  refresh- 

menty  and  the  beggar  departed.     Having  afterwards  sued  the  Defendan 

imprisonment,  and  die  jury  having  given  zoo/,  damages,  the  Court  granti 

triaL 


Prici 
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refreshment.    The  butler  did  so,  in  the  housekeeper^^        1831. 
room,  and  the  Plaintiff  went  away.     When  he  was  first 
taken  into  custody  the  constable  put  handcufis  on  him, 
but  immediately  afterwards  removed  them ;  and  there  was      Severn. 
BO  evidence  to  shew  that  they  had  been  put  on  by  the 
Defendant's  order.     Gaselee  J.,  in  summing  up  the  evi- 
dence, told  the  jury,  that  as  the  Defendant  had  not 
pleaded  accord  and  satisfaction,  the  evidence  as  to  the 
iDonej  given  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  accepted  by  him, 
must  be  taken  as  going  only  in  reduction  of  damages, 
sod  the  verdict  must  be  for  Plaintiff;  but  it  would  be 
for  tbe  jury  to  say  how  much  more  he  was  endtled  to 
opoQ  the  evidence  they  had  heard.    The  jury  returned  a 
▼erdict  for  100/.     The  learned  Judge,  on  reading  the 
'cport,  stated,  that  a  verdict  for  a  shilling  would  have 
iDet  the  justice  of  the  case. 

Gtaulbum  Seijt.  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial, 
^  the  ground  that  the  damages  were  excessive. 

•Adams  Seijt.,  who  shewed  cause,   expressed  appre- 

"^sions  for  the  funcUons  of  jurymen,  the  liberty  of 

^  subject,  and  the  integrity  of  Magna  Charta^  if  this 

^^    should   be   made   absolute:    contending,   that  in 

^ons  of  tort^  especially  in  those  which  concerned  the 

''l^rty  of  the  subject,  the  Courts  would  not  disturb  a 

^^^ict,  unless  the  damages  given  were  evidently  grossly 

™f>roportioned  to  the  cause  of  complaint.     It  could 

^^    be  said  that  such  was  the  case  in  the  present  in- 

•^^^ce.   The  violation  of  the  Plaintiff's  liberty  was  gross 

''^  wanton,  and  the  payment  of  two  sovereigns,  instead 

^    %3eing  a  circumstance  in  mitigation,  was  a  circum- 

"^^^^ce  in  aggravation  of  damages;  for  that  .money  was 

^^*fered,  accompanied  by  a  threat,  that  if  it  were  not 

^'^^n,  the  Plaintiff  must  go  before  a  magistrate,  and 

^^Tefore  was  accepted  under  duress.     He  deprecated 

AToL.  VIL  Y  the 


818  CASES  IN  HILARY  TERM 

XSSI*  the  notion  that  the  damages  for  an  insult  of  this 
kind  should  be  estimated  according  to  the  station  in 
life  of  the  party  •aggrieved,  and  cited  Bruce  ▼•  ZZov- 
b'ns  (a),  Redshaw  v.  Brooke  (6),  Sharpe  v.  Brice  {c\  Far 
brigas  v.  Mostyn  (d),  Huckle  v.  Money  {e\  DuberUy  v. 
Gunning  {g)^  Merest  v.  Harvey  (^),  and  other  cases,  to 
shew  the  unwillingness  of  the  Courts  to  interfere  with 
the  amount  of  damages  in  cases  of  tort^  even  where  the 
plaintiff,  as  in  Huckle  v.  Money,  has  moved  in  a  humble 
sphere  of  life. 

Goulbum,  in  support  of  the  rule,  admitted,  as  frr 
as  this  verdict  was  concerned,  all  the  law  in  all  the 
cases  referred  to,  which  he,  therefore,  conjectured  the 
learned  Serjeant  must  have  cited  for  the  purpose  of 
airing  his  case  roll.  No  doubt,  the  Courts  would  not 
interfere  unless  the  damages  were  outrageous,  bat 
such  they  were  in  the  present  case,  even  according 
to  the  estimate  of  the  Plaintiff  himself,  who»  when  he 
was  offered  the  two  sovereigns,  demanded  something 
more  for  the  expense  of  bis  horse,  and  upon  receivings 
that  went  away  satisfied. 

TiNDAL  C.J.    I  think  this  case  ought  to  be  sub*- 
mitted  to  another  jury.     I  offer  no  comment  on  tk.^ 
cases  which  have  been  cited,  and  would  detract  nothing 
from  their  authority.     I  am  as  little  disposed  as  anjr 
man  to  interfere  with  the  province  of  a  jury,  and    J 
should  not  be  induced  to  send  a  case  down  again  for 
excessive  damages  except  where  those  damages  are 
enormous  and  disproportionate.     I  consider  them  such 
in  this  case  on  account  of  the  limit  which  the  Plaintff 
himself  put  on  his  demand  in  the  first  instance.    On  the 

(a)  3  mh.  6i.  (e)  %  WUs.  205. 

Ih)  %  mU.  405.  \g)  aT.R,  651. 


(r)  a  BL  Rep.  94a.  [b)  $  Taunt.  44a. 

(^  a  BL  Bep*  ^%^. 
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morning  after  the  detention,  he  seems  to  have  thought 

himself  well  off  with  the  two  sovereigns  and  half-crown 

which  the  Defendant  gave  him;  and  there  is  nothing 

like  duress  in  the  case;  for  after  he  had  received  the      Severn, 

sovereigns  he  stipulated  for  a  further  sum  to  defray  the 

^^^pense  of  his  horse,  and  having  received  it,  went  to 

toe  Defisndant's  housekeeper's  room,  where  he  was  sup- 

ph'ed  with  refreshment     It  seems  to  me,  that  if  accord 

sod  satisfaction  had  been  pleaded,  it  would  have  been  a 

har    to  the  action.     A  verdict  for  100/.,  as  we  cannot 

hot  Hee  on  the  evidence  of  the  Plaintiff  himself,  is  far 

heyond  what  he  merits.     The  case,  therefore,  must  go 

befarie  another  jury. 

I^A.RK  J.     I  am  surprised  that  it  should  have  been 

apposed  the  Court  has  any  wish  to  interfere  with  the 

"we    province  of  the  jury.     I  agree  with  all  the  cases 

whioli  have  been  cited,  and  the  principle  laid  down  by 

^^*  Justice  Yates  in  Bruce  v.  Rawlinsj  that  "  the  case 

^1*^  be  very  gross,  and  the  damages  enormous,  for  the 

^°**tt8  to  interpose."     In  Duberley  v.  Gunning  the  jury 

"'^Ught  that  the  plaintiff  had  not  connived  at  the  dis- 

'^tiour  of  his  wife,  and  therefore  increased  the  damages 

^    account  of  the  foul  and  slanderous  defence.     The 

^tiTt  is  attempting  nothing  in  this  case  which  is  not 

^^^,  and  the  only  question  is,  whether  these  damages 

*^^  excessive  and  enormous  ?    I  am  clearly  of  opinion 

tb^y  are,  on  the  Plaintiff's  own  shewing,  and  we  are 

^^^  doing  away  with  juries  by  ordering  a  new  trial,  but 

^*3r  sending  the  case  to  another  jury.     There  can  be 

'^  question  that  the  degree  of  insult  may  vary  according 

^   ^he  station  in  life  of  the  party.     That  was  held  in  the 

^^^^  of  striking  off  the  hat ;  an  act,  which  in  one  station 

^^^ht  be  no  more  than  a  frolic,  in  another,  an  insult 

filing  for  damages. 

Y  2  BosAN- 
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18S1.  BosANQUET  J.  concurred,  but  gave  no  further  opiniony 

having  heard  the  report  only,  and  not  the  arguoient* 

Alderson  J.  Every  case  of  this  kind  must  depend 
on  its  own  circumstances.  The  case  of  Huckle  v.  Money 
was  decided  at  a  time  of  great  political  excitement 
The  government  were  on  one  side;  a  journeyman 
printer  on  the  other;  and  the  Court  refused  to  set 
aside  a  verdict  in  favour  of  the  printer,  in  order  to  shew 
their  sense  of  the  illegality  and  mischief  of  general 
warrants.  But  nothing  is  more  usual  than  in  cases  of 
assault,  where  an  excessive  verdict  has  been  given,  to 
suggest  to  the  counsel  to  agree  on  a  sum,  to  prevent  the 
necessity  of  a  new  trial. 

To  take  the  circumstances  of  this  case :  the  Defendant 
having  been  greatly  importuned  by  the  Plaintiff,  orders 
him  to  be  taken  into  custody ;  and  for  that,  no  doubt, 
he  is  responsible.  The  Plaintiff  having  been  detained 
at  an  inn  all  night,  comes  the  next  morning,  asks  for 
money,  which  he  obtains;  «nd  after  further  importuni^ 
goes  away  satisfied  on  receiving  2s.  6(L  more,  and  re- 
freshment at  the  Defendant's  house.  The  Plaintiff  has 
set  the  measure  on  his  own  damages,  and  therefore  this 
rule  must  be  made 

Absolute. 


Jan.  %6.  GODDARD  t;.  HaRRIS. 

A  clergyman    H^HE  Defendant,  a  clergyman,  was  arrested  by  the 

arrested  m  his  sheriff's  officer  under  a  writ  of  ca.  sa.  when  he 

way  to  the 

altar,  is  en-       ^^  g^^S  ^^  ^"^  ^^^^  ^  officiate. 

titled  to  be 

"^^  Peake  Serjt.  obtained  a  rule  calling  on  the  Plaintiff 

to  shew  cause  why  the  Defendant  should  not  be  dis- 
charged, 
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cbaiged,  and  the  PlaintiiF  pay  the  costs  of  the  appli- 
cation. By  9  G.  4.  c.  SI.  5. 23.  it  is  enacted,  that  "  if 
any  person  shall  arrest  any  clergyman  upon  any  civil 
process,  while  he  shall  be  performing  divine  service,  or 
shall,  with  the  knowledge  of  such  person,  be  going  to 
perform  the  same,  or  returning  from  the  performance 
thereof  every  such  offender  shall  be  guilty  of  a  mis- 
demeanor, and  being  convicted  thereof,  shall  suffer  such 
punishment,  by  fine  or  imprisonment,  or  by  both,  as  the 
Court  shall  award." 


S2l 


1831. 


GODDARD 

Vm 

Harris. 


Wilde  Seijt.,  as  to  the  costs,  shewed  cause  on  an 
affidavit  which  made  it  doubtful  whether  the  Plaintiff 
or  his  attorney  had  sanctioned  the  arrest ;  and  as  to  the 
discharge,  argued  that  though  the  Plaintiff  or  his  agents 
might  be  subject  to  a  penalty  for  violating  the  statute,  it 
did  not  follow  that  the  Defendant  was  entitled  to  his 
discharge. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.    This  rule  must  be  made  absolute ;  and 

d)e  only  question  is,  whether  to  the  full  extent  or  not. 

The  statute  9  G.  4.  c.  31.5. 23.  makes  an  arrest  under 

circumstances  like  those  which  appear  on  these  affidavits, 

'Uch  an  abuse  of  process  that  the  Court  will  summarily 

interpose.     But  as  it  does  not  clearly  appear  to  me  that 

Uie  arrest  in  the  chapel  was  authorized  by  the  Plaintiff 

Or  his  attorney,  the  rule  must  be  absolute  without  costs. 

Park  J.  agreed  that  the  Defendant  was  entitled  to 
his  discharge,  but  thought  that  the  Plaintiff  and  his 
attorney  were  sufficiently  shewn  to  have  authorized  the 
arrest,  and  ought  therefore  to  be  liable  to  costs. 


BosANQUET  J.  I  think  the  rule»  should  be  made 
nbsolute,  because  the  arrest  is  an  indictable  offence; 
but  without  costs,  because  the  concurrence  of  tlie  Plain- 

Y  3  tiff 
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1831.       dff  or  his  attorney  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  clearly 
\,    '  established. 

GODDARD 

Harris.  Alderson  J.  concurred  in  making  the  rule  absolute 

without  costs. 

Rule  absolute  accordingly. 


Jan.  a6.  DoE  dcm.  Whitaker  r.  Hales. 

The  attorney  EJECTMENT.  The  demise  was  laid  on  the  25lh 
for  the  mort-  of  December  1 829. 

wM  adso  at-  ^^  ^^  ^^^^  before  Bosanqiiet  J.,  Salop  Summer  as- 

torney  for  the  sizes  1 830,  it  appeared,  that  some  years  before,  Austen 

mortgagor,       j^^j  mortffaged  the  premises  in  question  to  the  lessor  of 

having  appued  "o'^  r  ,  .  - 

to  the  occupier  the  Plaintiff.     A  witness  who  described  himself  as  at- 

of  the  land  for  torney  for  the  lessor  of  the  Plaintiff  as  well  as  for 
the  interest  of  -^"^^^>  said,  "  The  lessor  of  the  Plaintiff  directed  me 
the  mortgage    to  apply  to  Austen  for  the  interest,  and  I  applied  to  the 

with,  and         Defendant  in  Ajnil  1830  for  rent  to  pay  the  interest 

having  threat-  ^  -^  *    "^ 

ened  to  dis-      I  told  him  if  he  did  not  pay  the  rent  I  should  take  the 

tram.  Held,  steps  the  law  allowed  :  I  believe  I  threatened  to  distrain 
gagee  could  if  the  rent  were  not  paid.  I  had  received  rent  from  the 
not  treat  the     Defendant  four  or  five  times :  I  had  an  account  with 

* 

trcspai^*'  *  -^M5/en ;  I  paid  the  lessor  of  the  Plaintiff  his  interest, 
and  eject  him   and  retained  the  remainder  on  Austen's  account  to  me. 

on  a  demise      j  ngygj,  h^jj  ^^y  authority  from  the  lessor  of  the  Plain- 

antenor  to  the  .        "^  / 

application  by  ^*"  ^°  receive  rent  for  him.     I  received  the  rent  on  ao- 

hi«  attorney  as  count  of  Austen :  I  distrained  for  Austen^  and  by  his 

authority." 

The  learned  Judge  said  that  this  application  made  by 
an  agent  of  the  lessor  of  the  Plaintiff  to  the  Defendant 
in  April  1830,  was  an  acknowledgment  tliat  the  De- 
fendant was  not  at  that  time  a  trespasser,  and,  therefore, 

could 
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could  not  have  been  such  on  the  day  of  the  demise,       1831. 
December  25th  1829;  whereupon  the  Plaintiff  was  non- 
suited. 

JRussell  Seijt  moved  for  a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the 
nonsuit,  on  the  ground  that  the  Defendant's  money  had 
been  received  as  rent  due  to  the  mortgagor,  out  of 
which  the  agent  had  taken  upon  himself  to  defray  the 
mortgagee's  interest:  that  the  Defendant  having  been 
aH  along  considered  as  tenant  to  the  mortgagor,  the 
mortgagee  had  a  right  to  treat  him  as  a  trespasser ;  and 
u^ty  at  least,  it  should  have  been  left  to  the  jury,  whether 
ue  I>efendant  paid  the  money  in  the  character  of  tenant 
to  the  mortgagee. 

f^Ude  Seijt.  shewed  cause.     It  is  not  necessary  for 

^^  Defendant  to  contend  that  he  has  been  adopted  as 

tc^tit  to  the  mortgagee,  or  to  refer  to  the  cases  on  that 

Po^t.     If  the  mortgagee  has  recognized  him  as  being 

l%HlIy  in  possession,  he  cannot  afterwards  treat  him  as 

*  ^I'eapasser,  and  serve  him  with  an  ejectment,  without  a 

P'^vious  notice  to  quit,  or,  at  least,  a  demand  of  posses- 

^n.  It  is  immaterial,  therefore,  in  the  present  case,  whe- 

^^^  the  Defendant  were  tenant  at  will  or  by  sufferance, 

^f  ixierely  exempted  from  the  consequences  of  a  trespass 

V  ^n  implied  licence  from  the  mortgagee.    The  mort- 

S^S^e  is  bound  by  the  act  of  his  attorney,  and  if  his 

'^^rney  knowing  all  the  circumstances  of  the  parties, 

^^ins  money  from  the  occupier  on  account  of  the 

''^^tgage,  that  amounts  to  a  recognition  by  the  mort- 

that  the  occupation  is  not  a  trespass. 


-fiusselL  The  attorney's  receiving  money  of  the  oc- 
^t^ier  does  not  amount  to  such  a  recognition  unless 
'^  Teceives  it  as  rent  claimed  by  the  mortgagee;  here 
^^  money  was  claimed  and  received  as  rent  due  to  the 

Y  4  mort- 
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1831.       mortgagor.     The  occupier  must  shew  some  tide  in  an- 
1^    ' .    '     swer  to  the  title  set  up  by  the  mortgagee.     But  he  is 

OOE  GMD* 

WRiTARBa    ^^^  SO  much  as  tenant  at  will.    In  Birch  v.  Wright  {a) 
V*  Buller  J.  said,  *^  He  is  not  considered   as   tenant  at 

will  in  those  proceedings  which  are  in  daily  use  be- 
tween a  mortgagor  and  mortgagee,  I  mean  in  eject- 
ments brought  for  the  recovery  of  the  mortgaged 
lands.  The  reason  is,  because  the  mortgagee,  so  long 
as  he  receives  his  interest,  is  virtually,  and  in  the 
eye  of  the  law,  in  possession.  He  has  a  right  to  the 
actual  possession ;  whenever  he  pleases  he  may  bring 
his  ejectment  at  any  moment  that  he  will."  How  then 
can  the  occupier  defend  upon  title  without  any  legal 
interest  in  him  ?  The  terms  of  the  consent  rule  are^ 
that  the  Defendant  shall  confess  lease,  entry,  and  ouster, 
and  insist  only  upon  title.  The  tide  is  the  only  matter 
that  can  come  in  question  in  ejectment.  In  Pope  v. 
Biggs  {b)f  Littleddle  J.  says,  ^^  When  a  mortgage  is 
executed,  the  mortgagee  becomes  the  legal  owner  of  the 
land,  and  is  entitled  to  immediate  possession,  or  to  the 
rents  and  profits."  The  same  point  is  established  in 
doe  dU  Fisher  v.  Giles,  (c)  In  doe  d.  Robyv.  Maisey{d) 
Lord  Tenterden  says,  ^*  The  mortgagor  is  not  in  the 
situadon  of  tenant  at  all,  or  at  all  events  he  is  not  more 
than  a  tenant  at  sufferance ;  but  in  a  peadiar  character^ 
and  liable  to  be  treated  as  tenant  or  as  trespasser  at  the 
option  of  the  mortgagee."  Nothing  but  receipt  of  reaU 
as  rent  paid  to  the  mortgagee,  can  prevent  the  mort- 
gagee from  recovering  possession. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  The  question  is.  Whether  Hales  was 
a  trespasser  on  the  25th  o(  December  1829.  This  is  an 
action  of  trespass  and  ejectment,  and  the  lessor  of  the 

{a)  I  T.  R.  383.  (c)  s  Bingb.  411. 

(*)  9  J5.  Ctf  C.  »53.  (i)  8AefC.767. 

Plaindflr= 


Halb. 
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Plaii:Etiflr  is  not  entitled  to  recover,  unless  be  shews  that  1881. 
die  X>efendant  was  a  trespasser  on  the  day  of  the  de-  1^-  -' 
nuse.  To  shew  that  be  was  not  a  trespasser  on  the  Whitaku 
S5tli  of  December  18299  the  Defendant  proves  that  in  ^^v 
April  1830  he  was  in  possession  of  the  premises,  and 
that  an  agent  of  the  lessor  of  the  PlaintiiT  called  on  him, 
dencianded  payment  of  interest  on  a  mortgage  to  the  lessor 
of  the  Plaintifi^  and  received  money  eo  nomine  as  interest, 
the  Defendant  being  required  to  pay  it  instead  of  rent 
to  the  mortgagor.  This,  therefore,  was  a  demand  made 
by  the  agent  of  the  mortgagee  and  with  full  knowledge 
of&Il  the  circumstances  of  the  parties ;  namely,  that  the 
Defendant  was  tenant  to  the  mortgagor,  and  not  to  the 
kssor  of  the  PlaintiflP;  and  if  a  party  employs  an  agent 
^o  has  full  knowledge  of  circumstances,  it  must  be 
Presumed  the  principal  has  the  same  knowledge.  So 
tha^  the  lessor  of  the  PlaintiiT,  having  recognized  and 
^v<i>iled  himself  of  the  possession  of  the  Defendant  so 
l^te  as  April  1830,  cannot  treat  him  as  a  trespasser  in 
1^29.  If  the  case  had  gone  to  the  jury,  as  it  might 
"^^e  gone,  had  the  counsel  for  the  lessor  of  the  PlaintiS* 
^^isted  on  it,  they  must  have  come  to  the  conclusion 
^^t  here  was  a  recognition  of  the  lawfulness  of  the  De- 
'^dan^s  possession. 

Park  J.  concurred. 

BosANQUET  J.  The  question  which  has  now  been 
^lused  on  the  part  of  the  lessor  of  the  Plaintiff,  might, 
ho  doubt  have  been  left  to  the  jury ;  but  I  interposed, 
and  said,  that  without  deciding  whether  the  Defendant 
had  been  adopted  as  tenant  to  the  lessor  of  the  Plaintiff, 
yet  that  he  could  not  be  considered  as  a  trespasser  from 
December^  when  his  possession  had  been  recognized  in 
April  following.  The  witness  said,  '^  I  told  Hales  if 
he  did  not  pay  the  rent,  I  should  take  the  steps  the  law 

allowed : 
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1881*        allowed:  I  believe  I  threatened  to  distrain  if  the  rent 

Dob  dam!      ^^'^^  ^^^  paid."     There  was  no  privity  between  the 

Whitakkr    lessor  of  the  Plaintiff  and  the  Defendant,  and  on  what 

V*  ground  could  he  call  on  him  for  money  excq>t  as  being 

legally  in  the  possession  of  the  premises  ? 

Alderson  J.  •  If  the  demise  had  been  laid  subse- 
quendy  to  April  1830,  the  question  which  it  was  pro- 
posed to  leave  to  the  jury  at  the  trial  might  have  been 
very  material.  But  the  question  here  is,  not  whether 
the  Defendant  was  tenant  to  the  lessor  of  the  Plainti£^ 
but  whether  he  had  been  recognised  by  him  as  being  in 
the  legal  occupation  of  the  land ;  and  if  he  had  been  so 
recognized,  the  lessor  of  the  Plaintiff  could  not  treat  him 
as  a  trespasser.  Suppose  the  mortgagor  had  gone  to 
the  Defendant  in  company  with  the  mortgagee,  had 
demanded  the  rent,  and  had  immediately  paid  it  over  to 
the  mortgagee  as  interest.  If  the  mortgagee  knew  that 
at  that  time  the  Defendant  was  in  possession  of  the  land, 
and  signified  no  dissent,  is  it  lawful  or  just  that  he 
should  afterwards  treat  the  Defendant  as  trespasser  ab 
antecedente  f 

The  Defendant  is  entitled  to  his  judgment  of  nonsuit, 
whether  the  attorney's  evidence  shews  him  to  be  a  tenant 
to  the  lessor  of  the  Plaintifl^  or  only  legally  in  possession 
of  the  premises  since  December. 

Rule  discharged. 


i 
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Lord  Verulam  v.  Howard.  •^^.  a;. 

ISSUMPSrr  for  a  copyhold  fine  due  to  the  Plaintiff  In  lettling  the 

as  lord  of  the  manor  of  Gorhambury,  in  respect  of       \^*|5 

)pjhold  premises  belonging  to  the  DefendanL     The  the  teoint  is ' 

-^^laintiff  claimed  200/.  as  two  years*  value  of  the  pre-  ""*  concluded 

^^aises,  a  public  house,  called  the  Leathern  Bottle  f  and  rf^nt^^*""* 

S^roved  that  the  Defendant  had  let  it  by  auction  for  a  may  have  re. 

'^.^rm  of  eight  years,  at  a  rent  of  1 12/.  a  year.  •^  ^^ 

Conflicting  evidence,   however,  was  given  as  to  the  maythew 
^rearly  value ;  the  mode  of  occupation  had  varied ;  and  ^^  ^*"«  to 

^^4^   I  Aba 

-^tnesses  for  the  Defendant  said,  that  unless  the  pre- 
mises were  occcupied  as  a  public-house,  they  would  be 
worth  much  less  than  100/.  a  yean 

The  jury  were  directed  by  Lord  Tenterden^  who  tried 
the  causey  to  find  for  the  plaintiff  if  they  thought  the 
fine  did  not  exceed  two  years'  improved  value  of  the 
prembes. 

A  verdict  having  been  found  for  the  Defendant, 

WilJe  Serjt.  moved  for  a  rule  nisi  to  set  it  aside,  on 
the  ground  that  the  Defendant,  after  letting  the  premises 
by  auction  for  112/.  a  year,  was  estopped  to  say  they 
Hrere  not  worth  100/.  a  year. 

Andrews  Seijt^  shewed  cause.    The  jury  were  com- 
()etent  to  find  the  value  of  the  premises,  and  there  is 
Nothing  in  their  finding  incompatible  with  the  reserv- 
ation in  the  Defendant's  lease.    The  value  may  have 
&llen  since  that  lease  was  granted,  and  there  could  be 
no  certainty  that  they  would  be  occupied  as  a  public- 
house  to  the  end  of  the  term.     If  they  should  not  be  so 
occupied,  the  value,  according  to  the  evidence,  would 
be  much  less  than  the  rent  reserved.     In  Halton  v. 

Hassel^ 
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Hassel  {a\  Lord  Hardwicke  was  of  opinioD,  **  the  fine 
should  be  set  according  to  the  present  improved  value, 
which  is  all  the  lord  has  to  look  after." 

Wilde.  In  HaUon  v.  Hassel  the  rent  was  but  16^ 
and  the  premises  were  of  the  yearly  value  of  502.  Here 
the  lord  seeks  no  more  than  the  tenant  has  admitted 
to  be  the  value.  The  Court  presumes  the  fine  to  be 
reasonable  till  the  tenant  has  shewn  the  contrary.  Denm/ 
V.  Lemman,  (J) 

TiNDAL  C.  J.     The  jury,  by  finding  a  verdict  for  the 
Defendant,  have  in  effect  said,  that  they  do  not  consider* 
the  annual  value  of  the  premises  to  amount  to  the  ren^ 
reserved  by  the  lease,  for  they  were  directed  to  find  fomr^ 
the  Plaintiff,  if  they  thought  the  fine  did  not  exceed  two 
years'  improved  value  of  the  premises.     The  quesUoxm 
for  us  is,  whether  a  lease,  granted  by  the  DefendaaT, 
being  in  existence,  the  amount  of  rent  reserved  by  tfa&t 
lease  is  to  be  deemed  conclusive.      We  are  not  pre* 
pared  to  say,  that  such  ought  to  be  the  result.     The 
reservation  was,  no  doubt,  weighty  evidence  against  the 
Defendant,  but  it  was  for  the  jury  to  determine  what 
effect  they  would  give  to  that  evidence,  and  what  the  hw 
has  laid  down  as  the  amount  of  a  reasonable  fine,  is,  not 
two  years*  rent  but  two  years'  value  of  the  premises,  df 
which  the  jury  are  the  proper  judges.     If  the  rent  re- 
served In  a  lease  were  to  be  deemed  conclusive,  a  lease  of 
much  shorter  duration  than  the  present,  —  as  a  lease  for 
two  years,  —  would  be  entitled  to  have  the  same  efiectas 
a  lease  of  longer  duration,  although  at  the  end  of  two 
years  the  property  might  be  of  less  value  than  at  th^ 
time  of  granting  the  lease.     In  HaUon  v.  HasseU^  th^ 
rent  reserved  by  the  tenant  was  16/.;  the  lord  shewed-- 
the  annual  value  to  be  50/.,  and  Lord  Hardwicke  said^^ 


{a)  %  Stn  io4a< 


{b)  Hob.  j$S' 


«th 
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*^  the  present  improved  value  is  all  the  lord  has  to  look 
after."  If  the  lord  is  not  estopped  by  the  amount  of 
rent,  neither  is  the  tenant.  And  the  annual  value  means 
the  fair  annual  average  value  during  the  whole  period 
over  which  the  fine  is  to  extend. 

In  the  present  case  there  was  evidence  of  different 
modes  of  enjoying  the  property,  which  might  cause  the 
value  to  vary.  I  cannot  say  the  jury  were  wrong,  and 
tbiok  the  rule  should  be  discharged. 


18S1. 


Loitl 
Ybrulam 

Howard. 


Park  J.  concurred. 

BosANQUET  J.  The  fine  was  assessed  at  an  assumed 
value  of  100/.  a  year.  The  jury  find  that  the  property 
was  not  worth  so  much ;  but  how  much  less,  does  not 
appear.     The  rule  must  be  discharged. 


Aldersok  J.  concurring,  the  rule  was 


Discharged. 


Rhodes  v.  Innes. 


Jon* So. 


^/^  RULE  had  been  obtained  in  this  case  to  set  aside 

the  appearance  entered  by  the  Plaintiff  for  the 

^^-'^fendant,  the  declaration,  and  all  subsequent  proceed- 

^1^  on  an  affidavit  by  the  Defendant  that  he  had  never 
^^en  served  with  process. 

Wilde  Seijt.  shewed  cause  on  an  affidavit  that  the 

^^^efendant  had  long  been  eluding  service,  and  that  the 

^^rit,  enveloped  in  a  letter,  was  at  length  served  at  the 

X^efendant's  house  on  his  son,  who  was  told  what  the 

Envelope  contained.    The  son  said  his  father  was  in  the 

house, 


Where  the 
father  eluded 
service  of  pro- 
cess, senrice 
on  the  son, 
who  said  his 
father  was  in 
the  house  and 
should  receive 
the  writ. 
Held  equi- 
valent to  per- 
sonal service 
of  the  father. 
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bousC)  and  should  receive  the  writ.     Wilde  contended 
this  was  equivalent  to  personal  service. 

E.  Lowes  Seijt.  contra.  The  Plaintiff  is  not  allowed 
to  enter  an  appearance  for  the  Defendant  under  the 
statute  12  6.1.  c.'id.  except  upon  affidavit  made  and 
filed  of  the  personal  service  of  the  Defendant.  Service 
on  the  son  cannot  be  deemed  a  personal  service  on  the 
father ;  it  would  not  be  sufficient  to  warrant  an  attach- 
ment, and  is  not  sufficient  under  the  statute. 


TiNDAL  C.  J.     This  motion  has  been  made  on  the 
IS  G.I.  r.  29*9  which  enacts,  ^^  That  if  the  defendant 
shall  not  appear  at  the  return  of  the  process,  or  widiin 
four  days  after  such  return,  it  shall  be  lawful  to  and  for 
the  plaintiff,  upon  affidavit  being  made  and  filed  in  the 
proper  court  of  the  personal  service  of  such  process, 
to  enter  a  common  appearance  or  file  common  bail  for 
the  defendant;"  and  the  question  is,  whether  there  has 
been  an  affidavit  of  personal  service  of  the  writ,  or  what 
is  equivalent.     There  is  no  magic  in  the  word  personal^ 
and  if  a  party  by  his  conduct  or  agi*eement  chooses  to 
waive   personal  service,  a  service  less   strict  may  be 
sufficient.      Has  there  not  been   virtually  a  personal 
service  here?     The  clerk  endeavours  to  see  the  De- 
fendant, but  an  interview  is  eluded  by  a  trick  betweoi 
the  father  and  son.     That  strictly  personal  seivice  is 
not  always  required,  appears  from  the  case  of  Smith  y. 
Wintle{a\  where  the  plaintiff  put  a  copy  of  the  writ 
through  the  crevice  of  the  door,  and  seeing  the  de- 
fendant within,  near  the  crevice,  told  him  what   the 
paper  was.     The  Court  held  the  service  sufficient,  and. 
the  defendant  was  not  allowed  to  shut  the  plaintiff  out= 
by  a  trick  on  the  technical  meaning  of  the  word  persottflL, 


{a)  Bartteif%^%* 
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So  here  the  son  was  served,  and  promised  to  convey  the 
writ  to  his  iather,  and  when  the  father  seeks  to  set  aside 
the  service,  he  ought  to  shew  what  the  son  did  with  the 
writ  But  he  merely  swears,  vaguely,  that  he  was  not 
snvedj  not  that  he  never  saw  the  writ,  and  for  aught 
that  appears,  the  son  might  have  put  it  in  the  fire  on  a 
sign  made  by  the  father. 

Pabk  J.  When  it  was  known  that  a  service  on  the 
son  in  the  presence  of  the  father  was  sworn  to,  it  should  at 
least  have  been  shewn  by  the  son  that  he  did  not  deliver 
the  writ  to  his  father  according  to  his  engagement  If 
the  Court  sees  a  fraud,  they  will  not  permit  the  De- 
fcodant  to  elude  service  by  a  trick  on  the  construction 
of  the  word  personal.     The  case  in  Barnes  is  in  poinL 

BosANQUET  J.  If  the  son  carried  the  writ  as  he  was 
desired,  and  the  father  instructed  him  to  put  the  writ  on 
the  fire»  there  was  a  sufficient  personal  service.  And 
when  the  son  is  not  brought  forward  to  state  what  be- 
came of  the  writ,  the  Court  cannot  avoid  seeing  that 
the  whole  was  a  trick  to  elude  personal  service. 


Rhodu 
Innbb. 


Alderson  J.     The  Defendant  must  have  known  the 
Contents  of  the  paper,  and  has  only  not  actually  re- 
ceived the  writ,  because  he  did  not  choose  to  receive  it. 
Bnt  that  is  not  a  sufficient  ground  for  us  to  set  aside  the 
proceedings. 

Rule  discharged. 


«  • 
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Jan.  »9. 

Where  the 
question  wasy 
whether  a  slip 
of  land  be- 
tween some 
old  enclosures 
and  the  high- 
way^  vested  in 
the  lord  of  the 
manor  or  the 
*  owner  of  the 
adjoining  firee- 
hold»  Held, 
that  evidence 
might  be  re- 
ceived of  acts 
of  ownership 
by  the  lord  of 
the  manor  on 
similar  slips  of 
land  not  ad- 
joining his 
own  freehold, 
in  various 
parts  of  the 
manor. 


Doe  dem.  Barrett  v.  Kemp. 

P^JECTMENT  for  certain  cottages  in  the  parish  of 
Gissingf  Norfolk. 

At  the  trial  before  LitUedale  J^  last  Norfolk  assiaes, 
it  appeared,  that  in  1805,  one  Lingjbrd  enclosed  a  por- 
tion of  a  green,  or  slip  of  waste  land*  lying  between  the 
high  road  and  an  old  enclosure  in  the  parish  of  Gissing^ 
belonging  to  Lord  Orfordg  built  a  cottage  thereon; 
and  then  mortgaged  the  whole  to  the  testator  of  the 
lessor  of  the  Plaintiff. 

In  1815  Lingjbrd  built  a  second  cottaige  on  the 
same  slip. 

The  road  was  skirted  on  both  sides  by  slips  of  green, 
or  waste  land,  from  these  cottages,  for  several  hundred 
yards,  nearly  up  to  a  bridge  where  the  old  enclosures* 
converged  to  the  sides  of  the  road,  and  the  g^reens  ter^ 
minated  in  a  point. 

A  few  yards  beyond  the  bridge  the  fences  of  the  old 
enclosures  receded  again,  and  the  road  was  again  skirted 
by  greens  of  the  same  description,  which  ultimately  ter- 
minated in  a  large  common. 

With  the  exception  of  the  piece  of  land  belonging 
to  Lord  Orford,  between  which  and  the  high  road  the 
cottages  in  question  were  built,  the  old  enclosed  land  oH 
both  sides  of  the  road,  from  the  cottages  in.  question  to 
within  a  few  yards  of  the  bridge  before  mentioned,  be- 
longed to  the  Defendant.  Beyond  the  bridge,  the  old 
enclosed  land  on  both  sides  the  road  belonged  to  various 
other  persons. 

In  1819  Ling  ford  became  lunatic,  and  the  Defend- 
ant, who,  as  lord  of  the  manor  of  Gissing,  claimed  the 
land  on  which  the  cottages  stood,  received  the  rent  of 
them  from  the  occupiers  till  the  year  1828,  when  the 
present  ejectment  was  commenced. 

The^ 
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The  Defendant,  in  order  to  support  his  claim,  shewed        1831. 
▼arious  acts  of  ownership  exercised  by  him  from  time  to     1. 
lime  on  the  greens  or  waste  lands  by  the  side  of  the      Babbett 
<^>ad  from  the  cottages  in  question  up  to  the  bridge;        ^^« 
and  then  proposed  to  shew  similar  acts  of  ownership  on 
the  |2;reens  and  wastes  beyond  the  bridge,  and  in  various 
<Hher  parts  of  the  manor. 

ZAttlcdaU  J.  however  refused  to  admit  evidence  of 
Aese  acts  beyond  the  bridge,  the  Defendant  being  no 
uirther  the  owner  of  the  adjoining  enclosed  lands ;  and 
conflicting  evidence  of  acts  of  ownership  over  the  spot 
^  question  by  Lord  Orford  and  those  under  whom  the 
lessor  of  the  Plaintiff  claimed,  being  adduced  on  the  part 
^'  the  Plaintifl^  a  verdict  was  found  for  him,  which, 

fWilde  Serjt.  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside,  on  the 
JTocind  that  the  evidence  tendered  by  the  Defendant 
<Mi^iit  not  to  have  been  rejected,  he  claiming  as  lord  of 
^l>e  manor,  and  the  spot  in  question  having  been  part  of 
^«  waste. 

Jcnes  SeijL  shewed  cause.     The  evidence  was  pro- 
perly rejected.     Evidence  of  acts   of  ownership   over 
l<iicls  other  than  the  land  in  dispute,  can  only  be  admis- 
sil>lc  after  a  foundation  is  laid  for  it  by  shewing  that  both 
portions  are  in  the  same  predicament,  —  both  affected 
^y  the  same  rights,  —  and  the  Defendant  offered  no  such 
P'^^limary  evidence  here;  nothing  to  connect  the  waste 
^hicfa  skirted  the  land  of  others  with  the  waste  which 
•**»ned  his  own  land.     In  Stanley  y.  White  (a\  before 
®^*^nce  was  admitted  of  acts  of  ownership  on  lands 
^^'^er  than  those  in  dispute,  it  was  shewn  that  the  whole 
^''^^j^nally  formed  part  of  a  belt  surrounding  an  entire 
»perty.     So  in  Tyrwhitt  v.  Wynne  (A),  where  the  issue 

(a)  14  Eastt 33a.  (b)  %B  ^  A.  554. 

^OL.  VIL  Z  was 
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ld:IU  wa8  whether  certain  common  land  were  the.  soil  and 
freehold  of  the  lord  of  the  manor  or  of  the  PUintifl^  it 
was  held  that  leases  of  minerals  &c«  granted  by  dbe 
lord  to  other  persons  in  other  parts  of  the  unenclosed 
waste  lands  were  not  receivable  in  evidence,  unless  k 
were  first  shewn  that  the  locus  in  quo  formed  part  of  one 
entire  waste  to  which  those  leases  were  applicable.  Such 
preliminary  evidence  is  the  more  necessary,  because  the 
presumption  is,  that  waste  land  which  adjoins  a  road 
belongs  to  the  owner  of  the  adjoining  enclosed  land, 
whether  he  be  a  freeholder,  leaseholder,  or  copyhoUor^ 
and  not  to  the  lord  of  the  manor.  Doe  d,  Pring  ▼• 
P€arsejf{a\  Hottis  v.  Goldfinch,  {b) 

• 

Wildej  contra^  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  The  only  question  for  our  decision  is^ 
Whether  the  evidence  offered  by  the  Defendant  has 
been  improperly  rejected ;  and,  on  the  best  consideration 
I  can  give  the  {>oint,  I  think  the  rejection  was  pre- 
mature.  Upon  the  effect  of  the  evidence,  I  offer  no. 
opinion;  but,  such  as  it  was,  it  ought  to  have  gone  to 
the  jury.  The  contest  was  respecting  the  right  to  a 
slip  of  land  between  some  old  enclosures  and  the  high- 
way ;  whether  it  was  vested  in  the  owner  of  the  adjoin- 
ing freehold,  or  in  the  lord  of  the  manor.  It  is  well 
known  that  all  grants  of  land  are  supposed  to  have 
come  originally  from  the  lord  of  the  manor,  as  the  grant 
to  the  lord  is  said  to  have  come  from  the  crown ;  and  the 
point  to  be  ascertained  is,  whether  the  grantee  of  the 
lord  enclosed  to  the  edge  of  his  grant,  or  left  an  interval 
between  his  enclosure  and  the  boundary  line  of  his  grant. 
,  If  he  enclosed  less  than  the  whole  extent  of  his  grant, 
and  left  an  interval,  the  spot  in  dispute  belongs  to  the 

(tf)  7  B.  Gf  C.  304.  (b)  iB.bfC.  ao^ 

PUimiff; 
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S^Iaintiff;  if  he  enclosed  to  the  extent  of  his  grant,  the        1S8I« 
Snterval  in  question  belongs  to  the  lord.     It  seems  that 
kgal  presumption  is  in  favour  of  the  grantees  of 
adjoining  knd|  ibr  when  the  lord  claims  the  interval 
is  oommonly  called  on  to  shew  acts  of  ownership  to 
sapfKHt  his  claim.     Now  is  evidence  of  that  kind  to  be 
cxmfined  to  the  spot  in  question,  or  extended  to  acts  on 
similar  lands  within  the  same  manor  ?    It  seems  that» 
iirithin  the  rule  established  by  Stanley  v.  Whiter  such  ex- 
tended evidence  is  admissible.     Where  the  land  is  all 
"witbin  the  same  manor,  and  the  question  with  respect  to 
these  unenclosed  slips  is  the  same  throughout,  namely, 
whether  they  formed  part  of  the  original  grant  from  the 
lord  or  not,  I  see  no  ground  why  evidence  of  acts  of  own- 
ership, upon  one  part  of  such  lands,  should  be  excluded 
in  a  question  of  title  as  to  another  parL   It  is  well  known 
that,  in  questions  of  right  of  common,  evidence  of  feed- 
ings on  any  part  of  the  common,  may  be  shewn.     But 
enclosure  is  a  much  stronger  act  of  ownership  than 
feeding :  why  then  sliould  not  evidence  be  admitted  of 
acta  of  enclosure  in  other  open  places  of  the  same  manor  ? 
When  we  are  interpreting  the  supposed  original  grants 
over  the  whole  of  the  manor,  why  may  we  not  enquire 
what  has  been  done  with  the  consent  of  the  grantees, 
in  all  other  parts  as  well  as  the  spot  in  question  ?     If 
we  were  to  reject  such  evidence,  it  might  come  to  this,  — 
that  though  evidence  might  be  forthcoming  of  enclosure 
of  frontages  by  the  lord  in  every  other  part  of  the 
manor,  yet  he  might  lose  the  spot  in  question  if  the 
a»ertion   of   his   right  there    had    been    accidentally 
omitted*     In  the  present  case,  evidence  of  such  acts  in 
places  other  than  the  spot  in  dispute,  has  been  admitted 
op  to  a  certain  limit ;  but,  beyond  that  limit,  it  has  been 
r^ected  as  to  other  places  within  the  same  manor.     I 
think  such  evidence  was  admissible,  and  therefore  the 
rule  ibr  a  new  trial  must  be  made  absolute. 

Z  2  Park 


336  CASES  IN  HILARY  TERM 

1831.  Park  J.  concurred. 


Kemp. 


Dob  dcm. 

Barrctt  Bosanquet  J.     I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  should 

*•  be  made  absolute.     Where  evidence  is  offered  of  acts 

done  in   places  other  than  the  place  in  dispute,  it  is 
for  the  Judge  to  decide,  in  the  first  instance,  whether 
there  is  such  a  unity  of  character  in  the  different  parts, 
as  to  render  evidence,  affecting  a  part  not  in  dispute^ 
admissible  with  reference  to  the  part  in  dispute,   and 
whether  the  acts  relied  on  amount  to  evidence  of  owner- 
ship.    It  appears  to  me  that    this  case  satisfies   both 
those  conditions.     There  is  a  slip  of  waste  land  adjoin- 
ing the  land  of  the  lord ;  then  an  interruption  of  the 
slip,  and  then  a  renewal  of  it  at  a  little  distance  adjoining 
the  lands  of  strangers;  but  the  circumstance  that  all  are 
within  the  same  manor  gives  them  a  general  unity  of 
character.     The  evidence  as  to  the'  various  parts  may 
not  be  of  the  same  force,  though  it  appeai-s  to  me  that 
acts  of  enclosure  by  the  lord  in  parts  of  the  waste  ad- 
joining the  property  of  strangers  afford  more  cogent 
evidence  of  the  lord's  title  to  the  slips  than  acts  of  a 
similar  kind  in  parts  adjoining  his  own  land.     On  the 
other  hand,  distance  from   the  spot  in  question   may 
weaken  the  effect  of  the  evidence.     But  all  this  is  matter 
for  observation  to  the  jury.      The  evidence  is  at  all 
events  admissible,  if  the  places  to  which  it  relates  are 
connected  by  a  general  unity  of  character. 

Alderson  J.  I  am  also  of  opinion  that  this  evidence 
ought  not  to  have  been  rejected ;  upon  the  effect  of  it, 
when  produced,  I  pronounce  no  opinion.  If  it  could 
be  clearly  seen  that  the  evidence,  when  admitted,  would 
produce  no  difference  in  the  result,  the  Court  might 
refuse  any  further  investigation ;  but  it  must  be  a  strong 
case  to  justify  the  refusal  of  a  new  trial,  where  evidence 
has  been  rejected  which  ought  to  have  been  admitted.    . 

Rule  absolute. 
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Henshall  v.  Matthew.  •^«»-  »9* 

TN  October  1819  the  Defendant  executed  a  warrant  of  Judgment 

attorney,  empowering  the  Plaintiff  to  enter  up  judg-  caniw  be  en- 
ratnt  against  him  for  400/.;  and  by  a  memorandum  it  death  ^PUkL 
was  stated,  that  the  object  of  the  warrant  was  to  secure  tiff»  oa  a  war- 
to  the    Plaintiff,    his   heirs,    executors,  administrators,'*"'®^*'', 

...  i.         *  tornejr  lutlio- 

and  assigns,  the  payment  of  200/.  rizing  him  to 

The  Plaintiff  died  in  November  1820.  «>«w  up  ju^- 

mem  to  secure 
the  payment 

Jones  Seijt,  on  the  part  of  his  executrix,  moved  to  of  aoo/.  to 

enter  up  judgment  on  this  warrant,  on  the  ground  that  ™*"^'^»  ^ 

.  •  .      TA.   .     .^  executors  and 

as  It  was  given  expressly  to  secure  a  sum  to  the  Plamtifi  assigns. 

and  his  executors,  it  must  be  intended  that  the  executors 

might  enter  up  judgment  as  well  as  the  testator.     In 

Coles  V.  Haden  (a),  upon  a  warrant  to  enter  judgment  at 

the  suit  otCoies^  his  heirs,  executors,  or  administrators, 

the  Court  allowed  judgment  to  be  entered  up  by  the 

executor. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.     In  that  case  the  terms  of  the  warrant 

Were  express,  that  the  judgment  should  be  entered  up 

by  the  plaintiff  or  his  executors.      Here  the  warrant 

authorises  the  Plaintiff  alone  to  enter  judgment,  and 

then  gives  the  proceeds  according  to  the  distribution  of 

Rule  refused. 

See  Pendall  v.  May  (6),  Cowie  v.  AUawaj/  (c),  fVild  Vi 
.(rf) 


(0)  Bamejt  44*  (0  S  T.  R.  257. 

{h)  %Mii^S.  76.  (J)  Stn  718. 
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Jan.  »9.     Butt  Demandant,  Noel  and  Wife  Deforciants. 

» 

Ptfdei  miy     T^HIS  was  a  fine  sur  cogfiisance  de  c/roiV  of  lands  which 

. »t_.      '  the  deforciants  were  described  in  the  concord  to 

lag  tM  m- 

dentarat  of  a    hold  for  the  life  of  the  wife;  with  remainder  to  the  hus- 

ineinadeto     jj^^nj  f^j.  jjfg    jf  j^g  should  survive  his  wife;  with  re- 

wgnt  with  no 

casMoat^  by      mainder  to  F,  Gates  and  his  heirs  during  the  lives  of  the 

tlie  intertkn     husband  and  wife,  and  the  life  of  the  survivor  of  them ; 

of  all  lwnt»- 

atioot  of  lenl  ^^^  remainder  to  G.  C.  Agar  and  Lord  Winchelsea  for 
tttatat  eon-  a  term  of  500  years,  to  be  computed  from  the  decease 
tanwd  m  tho    ^f  ^jj^  survivor  of  the  husband  and  wife ;  with  remainder 

after  the  expiration  of  the  said  term,  and  subject  theretOi 
to  the  first  and  other  sons  of  the  husband  and  wife  in 
tail  male ;  with  remainder  to  the  daughters  of  the  hus- 
band and  wife,  as  tenants  in  common  in  tail  general, 
with  cross-remainders  between  them ;  with  reversion  in 
fee  to  the  demandant. 

In  the  indentures  the  chirographer  had  struck  out  the 
remainders  to  GateSy  Agar,  and  Lord  Winchekeay  as  un« 
necessary  to  the  due  operation  of  the  fine. 

In  the  deed  to  lead  the  uses  there  was  a  covenant 
to  levy  a  fine  of  the  reversion. 

Bussell  Serjt.  moved  that  the  indentures  of  the  fine 
might  be  made  in  pursuance  of  the  concord  and  of  die 
limitations  therein  contained,  alleging,  that  unless  this 
were  done,  the  covenant  to  levy  a  fine  of  the  reversion 
would  not  be  fully  performed.  He  stated,  that  Bui- 
ler  J.  had  made  a  similar  order  when  he  sat  in  this 
court. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  We  see  no  objection,  as  the  limitations 
are  all,  strictly  speaking,  legal  estates. 

Fiat. 


IN  TUB  F1B6T  Year  ot  WILLIAM  IV.  «fl9 

1831. 


Gosling  v.  Birnie.  ^^'  '•9* 

j^  ^OVER  for  timber  in  the  possession  of  Defendant  The  Defend- 
as  a  wharfinger,  and  sold  to  the  PlaintiflF  by  one  f"^»  *  wliarf- 
"  "^  uigeTf  haviiig 

acknowledged 
The  defence  was,  that  the  timber  belonged  to  one  certain  timber 

"^^ium^  to  whom  it  was  alleged  Ross  had  sold  it  before  ^q\^^^  p„^ 
'^^  sold  it  to  the  Plaintiff     As  to  which,  it  appeared  petty  of  the 

<^0  the  trial,  that  on  the  9th  of  October  1829,  Boss  had  S^"^'    , 
**  ,  11    ,       .    ,       .  ,  1.         Held,  that  he 

^^ntracted  to  sell  the  timber  in  question,  then  standing  could  not  dit- 
to JUum  for  lis/.  95.,  to  be  paid  on  delivery  of  the  pute  the  Plain- 
timber,  and  had  marked  it  with  the  letter  A.  —  20/,  or  ^  action  ^ 
302.  to  be  paid  when  half  the  timber  should  be  delivered  trover,  brought 
^  Basingstoke  y^^rr.  SlS^SSa. 

On  the  2dd  October^  AUum  paid  Ross  10/.  on  account^  tiff. 
and  on  the  SOth,  SO/,  more.  The  timber  was  sent  to 
Defendant's  wharf  at  Basingstoke^  and  he  was  i^prised 
that  it  had  been  sold  to  AUumy  who  marked  the  whole 
of  it.  At  this  time,  18/.  95.  was  due  from  Boss  to  the 
Defendant,  for  the  cartage  of  the  timber,  which  sum 
AUmn^  upon  an  order  from  Boss^  paid  to  the  Defendant's 
agent  in  Londcmy  on  the  5th  November.  There  had 
been  much  disputing  about  the  payment  of  this  18/.  95., 
and  on  the  27th  of  Octobery  Boss  had  given  AUum 
notice,  that  unless  he  fulfilled  his  engagement  by  the 
29th,  he  Boss  should  consider  himself  no  longer  bound 
to  abide  by  the  terms. 

On  the  evening  of  the  5th  of  November^  Boss  wrote  to 
AUum^  stating,  that  all  the  timber  was  now  on  Basing-- 
stoke  wharf,  and  that,  unless  the  balance,  50/.  14*5., 
due  in  respect  thereof,  were  paid  the  next  day.  Boss 
would  sell  the  timber  again,  and  hold  Allum  responsible 
for  any  loss. 

Z  4  The 
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The  money  not  having  been  paid  by  tliat  timey  Rottf 
on  the  7tb  of  Novembet'f  sold  the  timber  to  the  Plaintifl^ 
and  gave  a  written  order  to  the  Defendant  to  deliver  it 
®®*^*»  upon  receiving  18/.  95.  for  the  cartage.  The  Defendant, 
upon  receiving  the  written  order  and  the  18/.  9s*,  said, 
"  Very  well ;  I  will  hold  the  timber  for  you/'  Some 
dme  afterwards  he  told  the  sawyers  that  the  timber 
belonged  to  the  PlaintiflT,  and  not  to  AUum,  and  uiti* 
mately  delivered  to  the  Plaintiff  a  bill  for  wharfege,  say- 
ing, "  These  are  the  only  charges  on  your  timber." 

On  the  11th  of  November,  Allum,  not  know*ing  of  the 
transfer  to  the  Plaintiff,  paid  50/.  145.  into  the  Basing* 
stoke  bank,  on  Ros/s  account 

A  verdict  having  been  found  for  the  Plaintiff, 

Taddy  Serjt.  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial,  or 
the  ground  that  the  title  to  the  timi)er  in  dispute  was 
clearly  shewn  to  be  in  Allum,  under  a  prior  contract, 
on  which  there  had  been,  at  least,  a  part  payment ;  and 
that,  however  the  wharfinger  might  be  responsible  upon 
his  acknowledgment  or  undertaking  to  the  Plaintiff  in 
an  action  of  assumpsit,  he  could  not,  by  such  acknow* 
ledgment,  divest  Allum  of  his  property,  or  give   the 
Plaintiff  any  right  to  recover  in  an  action  of  trover, 
where  property  alone   was  the  question.     In    Ogle  v. 
Atkinson  (a),  Gibbs  C.  J.  held,   that   a   warehouseman 
receiving  goods  for  a  consignee,  who  has  had  actual 
possession  of  them,  to  be  kept  for  his  use,  may  never- 
theless refuse  to  re-deliver  them  if  they  are  the  property 
of  another. 

Wilde  Serjt.  shewed  cause.  The  Defendant  is  es- 
topped by  his  own  admissions  to  say  that  the  timber  is  not 
the  property  of  the  Plaintiff.     The  proposition  ascribed 

{a)  s  Taunt.  IS^. 

to 
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to  Gf&k  C.  Jf  in  Ogle  v.  Atkinson^  was  unnecessary  to  the 

decision  of  the  case^atid  could  scarcely  have  been  delivered 

in  80  unqualified  a  shape.     The  decision  turned  on  the 

point  that  the  goods  having  been  fairly  in  the  possession 

and  power  of  the  Plaintiff  before  he  delivered  them  to 

tbe  Defendant,  the  Defendant  could  not  retain  them  at 

tbe  request  of  the  party  who  consigned  them  to  the 

Pltiotiffl     Where  a  wharfinger  has  once  admitted  that 

goods  in  his  possession  belong  to  a  given  individual, 

or  has  received  them  as  such,  he   cannot  afterwards 

dispute  his  employer's    title.     Dixon   v.   Hamond{a\ 

^orwes  ▼.  Watson  {b\  Harman  v.  Anderson  {c)^  Barton 

^*  Haddington  {d). 


Taddy  Serjt.     The  cases  cited  are,  for  the  most  part, 
^^aes  of  stoppage   in  transitu^   and   the  question   has 
^rely  been,  whether  there  has  been  such  a  delivery  of 
^e  goods  to  the  Plaintiff  as  to  preclude  a  stoppage;  they 
%re  also  chiefly  cases  of  contests  between  vendor  and 
Sendee.  Thus,  in  Harman  v.  Anderson^  the  transfer  in  the 
^harfinger^s  books  was  held  a  sufiicient  delivery  to  pre- 
sent stoppage  in  transitu.    And  in  the  same  case  in  bane 
the  sending  the  delivery-note  was  held  sufficient.     So  in 
^Smnger  v.  Samuda  {e)  and  Lmcgs  v.  Dorrien  {jg\  notice 
to  the  docks  of  the  transfer-order,  or  dock-warrant  being 
indorsed,  was  held  sufficient  for  the  same  purpose.   And 
thoae  coses  turned  upon  the  ground,  that  the  delivery  of 
ihe  symbol  of  property  is  the  delivery  of  the  property. 
In  Haws  v.  Watson^  the  note  of  the  wharfinger,  that  he 
liad  transferred,  was  considered  equivalent;  and  Bay* 
ley  J.  said,  '*  When  Raikes  and  Co.  signed  the  order  to 
transfer,  weigh,  and  deliver,  that,  according  to  the  set- 
tled course  and  usage  of  trade,  enabled  Maberley  and 


(a)  %B,  is  A,2to. 
{b)  %B.^C.  541. 
(e)  %  Campb.  244. 


(</)  I  Carr.  iff  P.  ao;. 
(e)  7  Taunt,  365. 
\g)  7  Taunts  2784 


Bell 
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18S1.  Beil  to  seH  die  goods  again/'  Tfab  appears  ta  te  die 
true  groHud  of  tlie  onse,  for  tke  erigioal  owner  by  kia 
order  enabled  the  sub-vendors  to  transfer  a  tkle  to  Uieir 

BiBMBL  vendees*  So  in  all  the  dock  cases,  the  fii^t  iodoraement 
by  the  original  owner  enabled  die  sub-vendors  to  oonvey 
a  title. 

But  the  wharfinger  himself  can  convey  no  title.  He 
cannot  make  the  title  of  other  parties  better  or  worse. 
Much  less  can  he  by  mere  acknowledgment  create  a 
title  against  a  third  paity  whose  goods  he  holds.  lo 
Barton  v.  Boddington  the  first  owner  had  given  ibe 
usual  trmisfer  order,  which  Abbott  C  J.  said  ^letermioed 
the  case,  because  he  could  not  call  on .  die  Dock 
Company  to  deliver  to  him.  He  had  created  a  ude  in 
another.  The  wharfinger  may  be  liable  in  assumpsit  upon 
his  admission  or  acknowledgment,  but  he  cannot  con«* 
fer  a  title  to  recover  in  an  action  of  trover.  Tb^  case 
of  Dixon  V.  Hamond  plainly  shews  the  difierence  be- 
tween assumpsit  and  trover.  Abbot  C.  J.  says,  ^*  Tlie 
legal  title  to  the  ship  has  nothing  to  do  with  this  qoes* 
tion."  But  in  trover  there  is  no  quesUon  but  the  legd 
tide.  If  it  were  otherwise,  the  fraud  or  robtake  rf 
the  wharfinger  or  agent  might  alter  the  right  of  pro- 
perty.  He  might,  by  delivering  the  goods  over  after 
action  brought,  exclude  the  true  owner,  or  put  him  to 
great  disadvantage  by  compelling  him  to  be  ptaintiff 
instead  of  defendant.  Could  any  acknowledgment  by  a 
livery  stable-keeper  enable  his  vendee  to  recover  in  tro- 
ver another's  horse  ?  In  Ogle  v.  Atkinson  the  plaintiff 
established  a  clear  title,  which  was  the  ground  of  the 
decision  in  his  favour ;  and  nothing  can  affect  the  tide 
of  the  original  owner  but  his  own  act.  In  trover,  die 
quesdon  is,  who  has  the  right  of  possession  ?  And  the 
right  of  possession  cannot  depend  on  the  wronsful 
of  the  agenti 

TlNDAt:^ 
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TiHDAL  C.  J.    It  is  unnecessary  to  determine  tnanjr        liSSlL 

cfAe  questions  which  ha^e  been  argued,  or  to  pursue 

Amij  all  the  decisions  which  bai^  been  referred  to. 

This  is  an  action  of  trover,  in  whicb  I  agree  that  the 

qootion  is,  whether  the  Plaintiff  can  shew  the  property 

to  be  in  himself:  as  to  which,  in  the  present  case,  the 

Defendant  is  estopped   by  his  own  admissions;  for, 

BoleBs  they  amount  to  an  estoppel,  the  word  estoppel 

najr  as  well  be  blotted  out  from  the  law.     The  Plaintiff 

is  sent  with  an  order  to  the  Defendant's  wharf;  the 

order  is  received,  and  the  Defendant  says  it  is  complied 

with.    He  afterwards  tells  his  sawyers  that  the  timber 

is  not  the  property  of  AUum  but  of  the  Plaintiff;  and 

skiniatdy  sends  the  Plaintiff  certain  charges,  sayings 

fktt  those  were  the  only   charges   in  respect  of  his 

timber.    The  only  question   is.   Whether,  after  this, 

Ae  Defendant  can  set  up  the  title  of  a  third  person^ 

which  is  the  less  allowable,  because,  at  the  time  he 

Bade  the  admissions,  he  was  fully  acquainted  with  the 

daim  of  Alham.    The  Plaintiff  having  relied  on  these 

expressions,  was  entitled  to  suppose  that  the  Defendant 

kfpt  the  timber  for  him.     It  has  been  urged,  that  Howes 

^  WaUon  and  similar  cases,  related   to  a  stoppage  iu 

trmiuUui  but  the  principle  of  estoppel  does  not  vary 

iooordiiig  to  the  varying  rights  in  each  individul  casc^ 

and  the  acts  and  words  of  the  Defendant  here  place  him 

Out  of  court  as  much  as  if  he  had  made  the  admission  iu 

court.     It  is  unnecessary,  therefore,  for  us  to  decide  in 

whom  the  property  of  the  timber  vests,  although  I  am 

&r  from  being  satisfied  that  it  is  in  AUum* 

Park  J.  It  is  not  necessary  for  us  to  decide  in 
whom  the  property  is  vested,  nor  whether  the  Defendant 
is  liable  to  an  action  at  the  suit  of  AUum,  although  it 
does  not  appear  to  me  so  clear  that  AUum  has  any  claim  ^ 
Bat  I  rely  on  the  acknowledgment  made  three  times  by 

the 
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the  Defendant     Upon  receiving  the  order  be  say 

the  Plaintiff,  *^  I  will  hold  the  timber  for  you,"  witl 

9,  making  any  mention  of  Allum  /  and  it  would  be  a  g 

BniKiE.       fraud  on  the  Plaintiff  if,  after  that,  he  were  held 

entitled  to  recover.     Upon  another  occasion  he  re 

mands  the  sawyers  for  cutting  the  Plaintiff's  timl 

and,  ultimately,  when  the  Plaintiff  enquires  what 

charges  were  in  respect  of  the  tiniber,  the  Defends 

answer  is,  **  These  are  the  only  charges  on  your  i 

ber."     This  brings  me  to  the  case  of  Howes  v.  Wats 

for  the  case  of  Barton  v.  Boddington  has  no  applicai 

to  the   present.      In   Hawes  v.  Watson   the  wharfio 

wrote,  *'  Messrs.  Hawes^  we  have  this  daj*  transfer 

to  your  account,  by  virtue  of  an  order  from  Maberfy  i 

Bell,   100  casks  of  tallow."     Which  was  taken  as 

acknowledgment ;    and    Lord    Tenterden   says,    **  T 

*     plaintiffs  in  this  case  paid  their  money  upon  the  fai 

of  the  transfer  note  signed  by  the  defendants  by  whi 

they  acknowledged  that  they  held  the  tallow  as  th 

agents.  If  we  were  now  to  hold,  that,  notwithstanding  tl 

acknowledgment  and  that  payment,  the  plaintiffs  are  r 

entitled  to  recover,  we  should  enable  the  Defendants 

cause  an  innocent  man  to  lose  his  money.  To  hold  tl 

the  doctrine  of  stoppage  in  transitu  applied  to  such 

case  as  the  present,  would  have  the  eflfect  of  putting 

end  to  a  very  large  portion  of  the  commerce  of  the  c 

of  London.^*     Holroyd  J.  said,   "  I  think  that  the  m 

given    by   the   Defendants  makes  an  end  of  the  pi 

sent  question.     When  that  note  was  given,  the  talh 

became  the  property  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  is  to  be  co 

sidered  from  that  time  as  kept  by  the  defendants  as  t 

agents  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  latter  were  to  be  litl 

from  the  10th  of  October  for  all  charges."     And  Best 

said,  "  I  am  also  of  opinion  that  the  acknowledgme 

which  has  been  given  in  evidence  puts  an  end  to  \ 

questions  in  this  case/'     That  is  decisive  as  to  the  pri 

cip' 
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dple.  And  Ogle  v.  Atkinson  does  not  applyi  for  the 
decision  chiefly  turned  on  a  question  oF  stoppage  in 
transitu, 

BosANQUET  J.     I    think   the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
recover ;  and  if  we  were  to  hold  otherwise,  we  should 
\hrow  doubts  on  the  principle  by  which  a  large  portion 
of  the  trade  of  London  is  regulated ;  namely,  that  if  a 
wharfinger   acknowledges   the   title  of  the  person    for 
whom  he  holds,  he  cannot  afterwards  dispute  it :  and  it 
is  not  material  whether  the  acknowledgment  be  oral  or 
written.     In   questions  between  vendor  and  vendee^  the 
lull  of  lading,  the  symbol  of  property,  may  be  material, 
but  as  against  a  wharfinger  it  is  immaterial  whether  the 
admission  of  title  be  written.     The  principle  is  clearly 
laid  down  in  Stonard  v.  Dunkin  (a),  where  Lord  Ellen- 
iorougk  says,    "  Whatever  the  rule  may  be  between  the 
boyerand  seller,  it  is  clear  the  defendants  cannot  say  to 
the  Plaintiff,    *  the  malt   is  not  yours,'  after  acknow- 
ledging to  hold  it  on  his  account.     By  so  doing,  they 
attorned  to  him."     And  Hawes  v.  Watson  is  decisive  of 
this  question.     There  the  Chief  Justice  said,  that  the 
Acknowledgment  was  conclusive   evidence  against  the 
wharfinger.    And  Hol/oi^dJ.  concurred  with  him.    The 
title  set  up  in  Hawes  v.  Watson  was  that  of  Raikes.   And 
tbe  London  Dock  Company  in  a  subsequent  case  were 
^  the  same  situation  as   Watson.     They  delivered  the 
8^s,  and  Raikes  sued  them  because  the  goods  had 
l^fien  delivered  before  they  were  weighed,  Raikes  claim- 
^H  a  right    to   stop   in  transitu    till   they  had   been 
weighed.     The  Court  held  he  had  no  such  right;  but 
that  decision  was   independent  of  the  principle  esta- 
'^^hed  by  that  case  and  Stodart  v.  Dunkin^  that  what- 
^er  may  be  the  claim  of  a  third  person,  the  Defendant, 
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18S1*        as  a  wharfii^^,  cannot  set  it  up  after  baling  adnul 
the  Plaintiff's  title. 

Alderson  J.  I  concur  with  the  rest  of  the  Cour 
the  opinion  they  have  given.  In  this  case  Defend 
has  repeatedly  acknowledged  the  title  of  the  Plaintil 
the  timber,  with  a  full  knowledge  of  the  transactioi 
to  the  contract  made  with  AUum. 

Under  those  circumstances  he  cannot  afterwards 
allowed  to  dispute  that  tide  on  grounds  with  wkici 
was  JtMy  acquainted  when  he  made  the  admissions* 

Rule  dischaii 


Jan.%9.  Doe  dem.  Harding  t;.  Cooke. 


P'JECTMENT.    At  the  trial  before  roKgriim  B.  I 

DTOved  twenty  Devon  assizes,  the  lessor  of  the  Plaintiff  proved  d 

yem'  powet-    his  lather  had  let  the  premises,  and  received  the  n 

^   y^^      from  1797  to  1811,  and  that  the  lessor  of  the  Plain 
Ijefradant  ten 

yean  follow-     ^^  received  the  rent  from  1816  to  181 9,  —  a  higl 
log  the  rent  than  had  been  paid  to  his  father.    It  did  not  app 

HeM  that     ^^^^  ^^^  father  had  any  other  son. 
the  Plaintiff  The  Defendant  proved  that  he  had  been  in  post 

waa  entitled       gj^j^  ^^^^  gj^,^  \S\9. 

A  verdict  having  been  found  for  the  Plaintiff, 

Wilde  Serjt.  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a.  new  trial, 
the  ground  that  the  lessor  of  the  Plaintiff  had  shewn 
title  as  against  one  who  had  been  ten  years  in  p 
session. 


Jc 
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mJima  Serit  shewed  cause.    Twenty  years*  possession        185:1. 
grve8a/?rnifidf^a>  right  to  bring  ejectment     Stokes  w.     Ir '  ^\_ 
Berry  {o\   Stacker  v.  Burny  {b\  Denn  v.  Barnard,  (c)      Habdiko 
If  scv  BO  counter  presumption  can  arise  from  any  pos*  v^ 

•estton   of  slKHTter  duration,   and    the    lessor   of  the       ^^^'*'^** 
Plsiatiff  must  succeed,  unless  the  Defendant  shews  a 
sohsequem  title  by  some  other  means.     If  ten  years' 
subsequent  possession  were  sufficient,  why  not  five^  or 
oDc^  or  less  than  one  ? 

WHde.    The  lessor  of  tlie  Plaintiff  must  recover  on 

the  strength  of  his  own  title,  not  on  the  weakness  of  the 

SefeDdant's.  (£^)      Actual   possession   for  the   last  ten 

years  is  a  good  prim&  facie  title  as  against  the  preceding 

^enty  ;  and  if  is  for  the  Plaintiff  ta  shew  why  he  was 

^t  of  possession  for  the  last  ten.     In  the  cases  referred 

^  the  possession  of  the  lessor  of  the  Plaintiff  continued 

^wn  ta  tlie  time  of  the  ouster.     The  Defendant  is  not 

^led  upon  to  disdose  the  particulars  of  his    title 

'because  the  lessor  of  the  Plaintiff  may  formerly  have 

^dd  the  same  property. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  In  this  case,  it  was  proved  that  the 
^Ider  Hardily  and  his  son  held  the  premises  for  twenty- 
tiiree  years,  and  during  that  time  received  and  increased 
the  rent,  an  unequivocal  act  of  ownership,  from  which  the 
law  presumes  a  seisin  in  fee.  The  father  died  seised ; 
mnA  the  lessor  of  the  Plaintiff  is  the  only  son  who  is 
mhewn  to  have  survived  him.  That  would  be  enough, 
fsven  in  a  writ  of  right,  to  call  on  the  tenant  to  establish 
a  stronger  claim. 

It  is  admitted  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant,  that  this 
would  have  been  sufficient,  if  the  ejectment  had  been 

{a)  2&i/i«42Z«  (c)  Cowp.  S95* 

\b)  Ld.Rjijmd.  741.  \d)  ii  BaiUA^S* 
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1831.        brought  within  a  year  or  two  after  the  lessor  of  tl 

' '   '  '      Plaintiff  had  been  out  of  possession.     But  if  two  yea 

Harding'      would  not  have  preponderated  against  the  lessor  of  tl 

^*  Plaintiff,  I  cannot  see  why  any  period  short  of  twen 

years  should  be  supposed  to  raise  a  counter  presuin 

tion  sufficient  to  outweigh  the  presumption  arising  fro 

the  first  twenty  years.     In  many  cases  it  would  be  e 

tremely  hard  to  cast  on  the  lessor  of  the  Plaintiff  tl 

burthen  of  shewing  how  the  Defendant  came  into  pc 

session.     The  lessor  of  the  Plaintiff  may  have  been  i 

infant,  or  out  of  the  kingdom  at  the  time.     The  earii 

presumption,  therefore,  must  prevail  till  a  better  title 

shewn. 

Park  J.  We  alter  no  rule  of  law  by  decidii^  ii 
favour  of  the  lessor  of  the  Plaintiff.  He  has  shewn  \ 
presumptive  title,  arising  out  of  twenty-three  yan 
possession.  The  Defendant  sets  up  a  later  possessioi 
of  ten  years.  There  is  presumption  against  presmnp 
tion,  which  throws  the  Defendant  upon  establishing^  i 
he  can,  a  title  of  a  higher  description.  If  the  propert 
had  been  sold,  it  was  easy  for  the  Defendantt  wb 
asserted  the  sale,  to  prove  it ;  and  no  injustice  can  b 
done,  because  even  now  he  may  prove  it  in  anotbc 
ejectment. 

BosANQUET  J.  concurred. 

Alderson  J.  The  Defendant  relies  either  on  hi 
own  title  or  on  theji^  iertii  ;  but  he  has  failed  to  she* 
either  the  one  or  the  other. 

Rule  dischaf]gei 
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Levy  v.  Baillie  and  Others.  Jan.  31. 

^CTION  on  a  policy  of  insurance  against  fire,  which  Plaintiff 

contained,  among  others,  the  following  condition:  —  policy  of  in- 
^  Persons  insuring  with  the  society,  sustaining  any  loss  tiiiaiice  against 
^  damage  by  fire,  are  required  to  give  immediate  notice  fire>  ^th  a 
hereof  to  the  principal  office  of  the  society,  or  to  the  ^^  pumtiff 
Mtborized  agents  of  the  society  in  the  respective  dis-  should  forfeit 
Mcts ;  and  are  also  to  deliver  in  as  full  an  account  of  ^^^^  ^^ 
their  loss  or  damage  as  the  nature  of  the  case  will  admit  policy»  if 

^f^  and  to  make  proof  of  the  same  by  their  affidavit  or  there  were 

A»  .  ,  ,  1         1  .  J  L     *°y  *"ina  or 

^tormation,  and  produce  such  other  evidence  as   the  fj^i^e  swearing 

directors  of  the  society  may  reasonably  require;  and  in  the  claim 
^Uitil  such  affidavit  or  affirmation,  account  and  evidence,      ^  fire' en- 
be  produced,  the  amount  of  such   loss,  or  any  part  sued,  and  the 

diereo^  shall  not  be  payable  or  recoverable :  Flaintiff  inade 

.  '    "^  affidavit  of 

And  if  there  appear  fraud  in  the  claim  made,  or  false  ^lamage  to  the 

•Wearing  or  affirming  in  support  thereof,  the  claimant  extent  of 

afaall  forfeit  all  benefit  under  such  policy."  wSL^t"^ 

The  Plaintiff,  an  upholsterer,  carried  on  business  in  amount,  and 

a  small  house  in  the  New  Cut,  Si.  George's  Fields,  and  *  J^T  ^*^"S 
-.■      •  I  n  ^  m        t  found  a  ver- 

tbe  insurance,  to  the  amount  of  1000/.,  was  enected  on  ^^^  f^^  y^^^ 

his  stock  in  trade,   the  22d  of  November  1827.     The  with  only 
premises  were  burnt  down  on  the  night  of  the  lith  of  ^^^ 
J'ebruary  1830.     The  Plaintiff  made  affidavit  that,   in       The  Court 
^x>nsequence  of  the  fire,   he  had  sustained  a  loss  of  gTa"'*<l  *  "^^ 
stock  to  the  amount  of  1085/. :  viz.  85/.  for  goods  which 
were  injured   in   the   process   of  removal,   and  1000/. 
ibr  goods  which  had   been    abstracted   by  the  crowd 
assembled  on  the  occasion,  and  had  never  been  reco- 
vered.  The  goods  so  lost  were  alleged  to  consist  of  four- 
post  beds,   mahogany  tables  of  various  sizes,  couches, 
chairs,  stools,  chimney-glasses,  pier-glasses,  carpets,  and 
the  like. 
Vol.  VII.  A  a  The 
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1 8S1«  The  Defendants  contended  that  this  claim  was  fraud 

lent,  and  called  witnesses  to  shew  that  it  was  impossil 
for  goods  so  numerous  and  bulky  to  have  been  carri 
BAnxfB,  off  undiscovered.  These  witnesses  stated,  that  poli< 
men  were  on  the  spot  as  soon  as  the  fire  broke  oi 
that  a  cordon  was  established  round  the  premises  alm< 
immediately;  that  the  fire  was  over  in  about  two  hooi 
and  that  no  article  of  size  could  have  been  carried  awi 
The  Plaintiff's  witnesses  denied  that  the  blockade  h 
been  so  effectual,  and  the  Chief  JusUce  left  it  to  the  ja 
to  say,  whether  the  Plaintiff  had  made  a  fraudok 
demand  or  not. 

The  jury  having  found  a  verdict  for  the  Plaintiff  wil 
500Z.  damages, 

Taddy  Serjt.  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial,  o 
the  ground  that  the  finding  of  500L  damages,  instead  < 
the  whole  amount  sworn  to  by  the  Plainti£^  amounli 
in  effect  to  a  verdict  for  the  Defendants,  under  the  on 
dition  which  avoided  the  policy  if  there  were  any  firai 
or  fidse  swearing  in  the  Plaintiff's  claim.  A  claim 
1085/.,  where  a  party  had  lost  only  500/.,  could  not  1 
other  than  fraudulent. 

He  also  objected  to  the  verdict  as  contrary  to  evidew 

fVilde  and  Andrews  Seijts.,  who  shewed  cause,  co 
tended,  that  the  finding  of  the  jury  was  not  necessari 
a  proof  that  there  had  been  any  fraud  in  the  Plaintifl 
claim.  He  might  by  mistake  have  estimated  the  goo 
lost  at  more  than  their  value.  As  to  the  probabilitjf 
loss,  the  evidence  was  merely  conflicting. 

Taddyf  Russell^  and  Bompas  Seijts.  were  heard 
support  of  the  rule ;  which 

7%^  Court,  having  taken  time  to  consult,  made 

Absolute  on  payment  of  coi 
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PfiKif EWAN  V.  William  Mitchell,  and  Eliza-      Jon.  31. 
BETH,  his  Wife,  and  John  Billing. 

'PHIS  was  a  case  directed  by  the  Vice  Chancellor  to  be  Devise  of  land 
submitted  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Common  '°  ^"'•^^  ^ 
ileas  on  the  following  facts.  jy,  jy.  in  pos- 

flenrtf  EUisj  the  late  father  of  the  Defendant  Elizabeth  •««»o»  of 
Mitchellj  late  Elizabeth  Ellis,  spinster,  being  seised  to  ^j^^  comes  of 
■im  and  his   heirs  of,  amongst  other   hereditaments,  age,  and  if  she 
certain  lands  called  Trevorian,  situated  in  the  parish  of  ^'f  ^**.""^  ^^ 

p  .        ,  ,  minonty,  or 

oemieHj  in   the  county  of  Cornwall,   duly   made   and  without  usue, 

published  his  last  will  and  testament  in  writing,  dated  '^^  ^™»'  ^^r 
the    9th   of  March   1804,    and    which   was    executed  £  £[^xxz\n 
•nd  attested  as  required   by  law   for   devises   of  real  twenty-one  or 
estates  of  inheritance :  and  he  thereby,  after  giving  to  ^^\  ®"1 
JU^xander   Dennis,   John  Fennell,  and    Thomas  Ellis,  ^^^  of  the  first 
therein   severally  named,  all   his   household   furniture  male  issue  of 
•nd   stock,    upon    certain    trusts    therein    mentioned,  ^^  ^J^  J^^^"* 
P>x>oeeded   as  follows :  —  "  And  all  the   rest,  residue,  use  of  the 
•nd  remainder  of  my   goods,   chattels,    bonds,    bills,  f^o"^  ™*^* 
^ntings,  or  securities  tor  monies  which  1  may  have  third  for  the 
*n  my  possession  at  the  time  of  my  death  I  also  give  use  of  the 
unto  the  before  named  Alexander  Dennis,  John  Fen"  .         ^u,.«^j 

'  issue ;  charged 

^^^   and   Thomas  Ellis,   in  trust  to  and  for   the  use,  with  an  an- 

•^nefit,  and  advantage  of  my  only  daughter  Elizabeth  "^'^JZ^^^' 

^^s  until  she  shall  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  jie  without 

*^  ^hich  time  a  true  and  just  account  of  all  monies  paid  male  issue,  and 

^'^d   received  by  them  shall  be  tendered  her,  and  she  .^^J^  f^^  ^j^^ 

^^U  be  put  into  possession  of  all  my  said  goods,  chat-  use  of  the 

^*^    bonds,  bills,  writings,  or  securities  for  monies.     I  ^*™*f  *""f 
pit,       1    .  ,  .  *"^  '^^  ^^*" 

^  ^^  devise,  and  bequeath  to  the  said  Alexander  Dennis,  male  of  their 

*^n  Fennell,  and  Thomas  Ellis,  in  trust  to  and  for  the  bodies : 

^^  of  my  said  daughter  when  she  shall  attain  the  age  ^  ^^  ^^y^  ^ 

A  a  2  of  estate  t&iL 
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of  twenty-one  years,  all  my  freehold  messuages,  land 
tenements,  hereditaments,  and  premises  situate,  lyin 
and  being  in  the  several  parishes  of  St.  Just^  Semu 
and  Paul  in  the  aforesaid  county  of  ConvwaUf  and  i 
income  arising  from  the  same  from  time  to  time, 
be  by  them  laid  out  and  invested  in  proper  and  go< 
securities,  there  to  accumulate  and  increase  to  and  f 
the  use  of  my  said  infant  daughter  Elizabeth  Ellis  durii 
her  minority,  and  to  be  paid  and  payable  unto  h 
when  she  attains  the  said  age  of  twenty-one  years;  audi 
which  time  she  is  to  be  put  into  full  and  free  possienio 
of  all  my  said  messuages,  lands,  and  tenements :  allow 
ing  unto  my  said  daughter  for  her  education  and  miio 
tenance  during  ber  minority  the  yearly  sum  of  85L 
but,  in  case  my  said  daughter  shall  die  during  he 
minority,  or  die  without  issue,  then,  and  in  that  case^ 
give,  devise,  and  bequeath  unto  the  said  jUexande 
DenniSf  John  FenneUj  and  Thomas  Ellis^  in  trust  to  an 
for  the  use  of  Tliomas  Ellis  the  younger,  son  of  ibem 
Thomas  Ellis,  one  of  the  trustees  named  in  thb  my  sii 
will,  all  my  freehold  lands,  messuages,  tenements,  an 
hereditaments  as  aforesaid,  and  all  my  goods,  bond 
writings,  and  chattels  whatsoever  which  they  may  lun 
in  their  custody,  on  his  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-oi 
years;  to  the  use  of  him  the  said  Tltomas  ElUs  tl 
younger,  and  his  assigns  during  his  life,  and  from  an 
immediately  after  his  decease,  to  the  use  of  his  first  sc 
lawfully  begotten,,  and  the  heirs  male  of  the  body  < 
such  son  lawfully  issuing ;  and  in  default  of  such  isso 
to  the  use  of  his  second,  third,  fourth,  fifth,  sixth,  an 
seventh  sons,  and  the  heirs  male  of  their  bodies  issi 
ing,  the  eldest  of  such  sons  to  be  preferred  before  tl 
youngest,  and  the  heirs  male  of  their  bodies  issuini 
and  in  failure  of  such  male  issues  as  aforesaid,  to  o 
right  heirs  for  ever.  But  in  case  my  said  daught 
attains  the  said  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  happens  t 

many 
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marry,  then  I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath  unto  the  said 

Alexander  Dennis^  John  Fennell^  and  Thomas  Ellisj  for 

the  use  of  the  first  male  issue^  to  be  begotten  lawfully  on 

1^  body,  my  estate  of  land  called  Trevedra^  situate  in 

^parish  of  &•  Just;  and  to  the  second  male  issue  to  be 

^gotten  as  aforesaid,  my  estate  of  land  called  TrevoriaUf 

^  the  parish  of  Sennen :  and  to  the  third  male  issue^ 

^y  freehold  premises  which  I  have  in  the  village  of 

^OiishJey  in  the  parish  of  Pauly  on  their  severally  at- 

^ing  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  the  heirs  male 

^  their  several  bodies  lawfully  issuing;  permitting  my 

^d  daughter  to  receive  the  incomes  arising  therefrom 

^  lier  own  use  during  their  several  minorities,  and  the 

''^e  issue  paying  unto  my  said  daughter  during  her 

^^^^  an  annuity  or  yearly  sum  of  15/.,  clear  of  all  out- 

S^JDgs,  out  of  my  said  estate  of  Trevedrat  with  power  of 

^^^^Qtress  for  nonpayment     But  should  my  said  daughter 

"^Uzabelh  Ellis  die  without  male  issue,  and  leave  female 

^^^e  or  issues,  then  I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath  unto 

^e  said  Alexander  Dennisj  John  FenneU,  and  Thomas 

^lliSf  and  the  survivors  of  them,  all  my  said  freehold 

^lleasuages,  lands,  tenements,  hereditaments,  goods,  and 

t^atlels  whatsoever,  for  the  use  of  the  said  female  issues^ 

^liare  and  share  alike,  both  in  respect  to  freehold  and 

chattel  efiects,  and  the  heirs  male  of  their  several  bodies 

iasuing;  but  in  failure  of  male  issue  or  issues,  to  my 

fKm  right  heirs  for  ever." 

The  testator  died  seised  of  the  several  messuages  and 
lieredttaments  so  devised  as  aforesaid,  shortly  after  the 
^3ate  of  his  will,  without  having  revoked  or  altered  the 
^ame^  leaving  his  daughter  Elizabeth  Ellis,  then  an  in- 
fint,  his  only  child  and  heiress  at  law. 

Elizabeth  EJUs  attained  her  age  of  twenty-one  years 
«ome  time  previously  to  the  year  1814. 

By  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  dated  respectively 
the  lltb  and  12th  days  of  January  1814^  the  release 
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1881.  being  of  three  parts,  made  between  EUzabeth  Ellis  d 

1.     ^  *  '  the  first  part,  John  Philpot  of  the  second  part,  and 

V.  Edward  Coode^  the  younger,  of  the  third  part,  it  waa 

MrrcHBix.  ^jm^sj^j^  ^y^^^  for  ^^  purpose  of  barring  all  entaih  in 

the  said  premises,  and  for  the  nominal  consideratioo 
therein  mentioned,  Elizabeth  Ellis  released  unto  Jalbi 
Philpot  and  his  heirs,  all  the  said  messuages  and  pre- 
mises devised  by  the  will  of  the  testator,  to  hold  tlH 
same  unto  and  to  the  use  of  John  Philpot  and  his  heirs 
to  the  intent  that  a  recovery  should  be  duly  suffered  o 
the  said  premises,  in  which  Edward  Coode  shouM  bi 
demandant,  and  John  Philpot  tenant,  who  should  Toocfi 
Elizabeth  EUis,  who  should  vouch  over  the  comnico 
vouchees ;  which  said  recovery,  it  was  thereby  agreed, 
should  enure  to  the  use  of  Elizabeth  Ellis  and  ber 
heirs. 

Pursuant  to  the  said  indentures  of  lease  and  refeas^ 
and  in  manner  therein  agreed  upon,  a  common  reconry 
of  the  said  premises  was  duly  suffered  in  Hilcary  term 
1814.  Elizabeth  Ellis  intermarried  with  the  Defendant 
William  Mitchell  in  January  1815. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was,  whe- 
ther the  Defendant  Elizabeth  Mitchell  was,  at  the  time 
of  the  marriage,  entitled  to  an  absolute  estate  of  inhe- 
ritance in  fee  simple  in  the  said  lands  called  Tre- 
vorian* 

Russell  Seijt.  for  the  Plaintiff.  If  Elizabeth  MUfAdl 
took  an  estate  tail  under  the  will,  it  must  be  by  force  ol 
the  words,  *^  but  in  case  my  said  daughter  shall  die 
without  issue,  then,"  &c.  And  there  are  many  cases  ic 
which  the  word  issue  in  a  will  has  been  deemed  eqoivib' 
lent  to  heirs.  But  in  Doe  d.  Cooper  v.  CoUis  (a),  Lor« 
Kenyan  says,  ^*  Considering  the  cases  altogether,  I  thiikl 


{a)  4  T.  R.  a99. 
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this  position  is  to  be  collected  from  them,  that,  in  a  wiU^ 

issue  is  either  a  word  of  purchase  or  of  limitation,  as  will 

best  answer  the  intention  of  the  devisor;  though  in  the 

case  of  a  deed  it  b  universally  taken  as  a  word  of  pur^ 

diasQi'*    And  that  was  a  strong  case;  for  the  testator 

devised  all  his  real  estate  unto  his  wife  for  her  life^ 

tnd  after  her  decease  to  his  daughters  Eleanor  and 

SumannaAf  to  be  equally  divided  between  them,  not  as 

joint   tenants,  but  as  tenants  in  common ;    the  one 

moiety  to  his  daughter  Ekanor  and  her  heirs  for  ever^ 

ttid  the  other  moiety  to  his  daughter  Susannah  for 

li^9  and  after  her  decease  to  the  issue  of  her  body 

Is^rftdly  begotten,  and  their  heirs  for  ever.    The  Court 

bdd  that  issue  there  was  a  word  of  purchase,  because 

otherwise  the  estate  would  not  have  been  equally  divided ; 

fi»r  if  an  estate  tail  had  been  given  to  Susannah^  the 

nltimate  reversion  of  her  moiety  would  have  been  again 

fisladivided  between  her  and  Eleanor  y  and  Eleanor  and 

k^ts  heirs  would  have  taken  a  moiety  of  this  reversion 

o^rer  and  above  the  first  moiety  of  the  whole  given  to 

them.    Susannah^  therefore,  took  only  for  life,  and  her 

children  took  a  fee.    And  Lord  Kenyan  says,  **  In  some 

c^mes,  as  in  Doe  v.  Laming  {a\  the  words  heirs  of  the 

^^^  have  been  restrained  in  this  way,  and  they  always 

S^^e  way  with  greater  difficulty  than  the  word  issueJ* 

In  the  present  case,  therefore,  the  enquiry  is,  in  what 
*^>28e  issue  is  used  by  the  testator.  It  is  used  in  the 
'^^e  sense  as  children;  and  male  issue,  in  the  latter 
of  the  will,  is  used  as  a  description  of  the  per^ 
In  Goodright  v.  Dunham  {b)  the  devise  was  to 
^^^ffhrjf  Laming  for  life,  and  after  his  death  to  all 
^  children  equally,  and  their  heirs ;  and  in  case  he 
^^^cl  without  issue,  then  over.  And  it  was  admitted 
^^t:  issue  meant    the   same  as   children,  and  would 


1881. 
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18S1.  not  convert  the  estate  for  life  of  J^ffery  into  u  estate 

'  -  "  ^  taiL     So  in  Luddington  ▼•  Kitneia)  the  devise  was  to 

o.  E.Arnyn  for  life,  without  impeachment  of  waste;  and 

iiiTcHELL.  Jq  ^^^^  Y^^  should  have  any  issue  male^  then  to  snch 

issue  male  and  his  heirs  for  ever ;  and  if  he  should  die 
without  issue  male,  then  over.    It  was  held  that  EmA\ 
took  only  an  estate  for  life ;  that  his  issue^  if  he 
any,  would  have  taken  a  fee  by  purchase ;  and  that 
devisor  used  issue  as  a  description  of  the  person,  becmi 
he  added  a  further  limitation  to  the  issue,  via.  to  tlk^ 
heirs  of  such  issue  for  ever.     So  here»  a  further  limi 
ation  is  added  to  the  term  male  issue^  viz.  ^  to  the  fema^ 
issues  and  the  heirs  male  of  their  bodies.**     Althouj^b 
therefore,  if  the  will  had  stopped  at  the  first  part, 
words  **  die  without  issue''  might  have  been  consii 
as  a  dying  without  issue  generally,  yet  it  is  dear  by 
subsequent  part  of  the  will,  that  a  dying  without  I 
issue,  and  without  leaving  the  particular  issue  there 
tinned,  via.  first,  male  children,  and  then  female^ 
contemplated.    It  is  the  same,  therefore,  as  if  the  will   -^^ 
had  the  word  children^  instead  of  issue.    And  a  con- 
strucdon  giving  the  devisee  an  estate  tail  would  destroy 
the  manifest  intention  of  the  testator  to  divide  the  estates 
amongst  her  three  sons. 

But  supposing  she  took  only  an  estate  for  life^  it  may 
be  contended  on  the  other  side  that  her  recovery  de- 
stroyed the  contingent  limitations  to  the  children, 
limitations,  however,  are  conditional  limitations,  un 
nature  of  an  executory  devise,  which  could  not  be  d 
stroyed.    The  daughter's  particular  estate  would 
support  the  estates  to  the  children,  because  it 
upon  her  arriving  at  twenty-one  years,  or 
whereas  the  estates  of  the  children  could  not  vest  in  th 
or  in  their  trustees  for  them,  till  they  were  boni.(^ 

{a)  X  Ld.  Raym.  aoj.  (b)  FeanUf  397* 


iH  THE  First  Year  of  WILLIAM  IV. 


S57 


The  estate  of  the  children,  after  the  mother's  arriving  at 

tvi^enty-one^  would  be  a  freehold  to  commence  in  futuro, 

riz.  on  their  respective  births.    The  limitation,  therefore, 

oiust  be  holden  an  executory  devise,  and  if  so,  it  could 

Qo^  be  aflRscted  by  the  recovery,  (a)     But  if  the  Court 

bolds  that  the  estate  of  the  trustees  commenced  before 

^^^y  children  bom,   it   commenced  when   the  mother 

^*^**ived  at  the  age  of  twenty-one.     And  therefore  there 

^^^u  an  existing  estate  in  the  trustees  at  the  time  of  the 

'I^^CMvery,  to  support  the  estates  of  the  children,  even  if 

L^  should  be  considered  as  contingent  remainders. 


18SL 


Pebmewan 
Mitchell. 


WUde  Seijt.  contra.     The  Defendant,  at  the  time  of 

mer  marriage,  was  entitled  to  an  estate  of  inheritance. 

^^here  the  subordinate  intention   of  a  testator   is   at 

^^sriance  with  his  paramount  or  prevailing  intention,  the 

'Ifi^aramount  intention  must  be  pursued;  and  upon  this 

'^rill,  it  b  clear  the  testator  did  not  intend  that  the  estate 

^should  •  go  over  as  long  as  there  was  any  issue  of  his 

slaughter;  such  an  event,  however,  might  come  to  pass, 

if  the  construction  contended  for  by  the  Plaintiff  were 

adopted.    The  Defendant,  therefore,  must  be  held  to 

have  taken  an  estate  tail  under  the  devise. 


Russell.  The  paramount  intention  was,  that  the 
property  should  go  to  three  children  of  the  daughter  if 
she  should  have  so  many ;  and  that  intention  is  defeated 
if  she  took  an  estate  tail. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  following  certificate  was  afterwards  sent ;  -— 
This  case  has  been  argued  before   us   by  counsel. 
We  have  considered  it,  and  are  of  opinion  that  the 
Defendant,  Elizabeth  Mitchell,  was,  at  the  time  of  her 


(m)  FearHef4i6. 


marriage, 
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18S1.       marriage^  entitled  to  an  absolute  estate  of  inheritanoe  i 
^-    '   ^     fee  simple,  in  the  said  lands  called  TVevorian. 

n.  N.  C.  TiNDAL. 

^"«"«"-  X  A.  Park. 

'     J.  6.  BOSANQUET. 

£.  H.  Alderson. 


Jan.  31.  Davis  v.  Nicholson. 

Where  a  De-    'T^HE   Defendant,   by   virtue  of  a  mandamus  un  Jer* 
fendant  ob-  IS  G.  S.  c.  63.  s.  i4*.,  had  procured  depositions  Ironi 

tkmt  from       India  touching  certain  matters  in  dispute  in  this  cause. 
India  under      The  Plaintiff  had  called  on  the  secondary  for  copies  oT 
^  Pbbtiff^'  these  depositions,  which  copies  he  offered  to  pay  fcr; 

entitled  to        whereupon, 
copiesy  at  hb 

Taddy  Serjt.  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  restrain  the 
secondary  from  giving  copies,  alleging,  that  it  was 
unjust  the  Plaintiff  should  thus,  the  mandamus  having 
issued  at  the  Defendant's  expense,  be  made  acquainted 
before  trial  with  the  facts  on  which  the  defence  rested. 

WUde  Serjt.  shewed  cause  on  an  affidavit  which 
stated  that  it  was  the  practice  of  all  the  Courts  to  grant 
such  copies.  He  urged,  also,  that  though  a  party  does 
not  concur  in  the  application  for  a  mandamus^  he  ma; 
appear  by  counsel  in  India  and  crosfr-examine  the  de 


ponents ;  and  when  the  depositions  arrive  in  En^andT^^f 
notice  is   sent  to  the  attornies  on  both  sides  to  *»' 
tend  the  breaking  of  the  seal.      It  has  never 
decided  that  the  opposite  party  is   not  entitled  to 
copy  unless  he  concurs  in  the  expense  of  the 


damus.    In  criminal  cases  a  party  is  entitled  to  a  capj 
under  5.  40.  of  the  act;  and  Grillard  y.  Hague  (a)  has 

(a)  I  Brod.  &  ^ngb.$i^^ 

decide^ 
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<iecided,  that  the  remedy  in  civil  cases  is  as  extensive       I85K 
«  in  criminal.  Davis 

7a(Uy.     No  inference  can  be  drawn  from  the  absence    ^KHOLsoir. 
^  decisions  but  that  the  point  has  not  before  been  con- 
'^s^cd     As  to  the  practice,  it  is  a  bad  one^  and,  malus 
abokndus. 


*TiNDAL  C.  J.     The  fortieth  section  of  the  act  relates 
^   the  manner  of  proceeding  on  indictments ;  the  forty- 
^^rth  to  civil  suits.    The  fortieth  section  enacts,  that 
So  all  cases  of  indictments,  or  informations,  laid  or 
liibited  in  the  Court  of  King^s  Bench  for  misde- 
meanors, or  offences  committed  in  India^  it  shall  and 
9y  be  lawful  for  his  majesty's  said  Court,  upon  motion 
be  made  on  behalf  of  the  prosecutor,  or  of  the  de- 
^^^ndant  or  defendants,  to  award  a  writ  or  writs  of  man* 
^^mnoj  requiring  the  Chief  Justice  and  Judges  of  the 
e  court  of  judicature  for  the  time  being,  or  the 
udges  of  the  mayor's  court  at  MadraSf  Bombay^  and 
-^^encooUn^  as  the  case  may  require,  who  are  hereby  re« 
^^ptclivdy  authorized  and  required  to  hold  a  court  with 
^1  convenient  speed  for  the  examination  of  witnesses, 
4Uid    receiving   other   proofs    concerning    the  matters 
^jiarged  in  such  indictments  or  informations  respect- 
ively; and  such  examination  shall  be  then  and  there 
openly  and  publicly  taken  viva  voce  in  the  said  courts 
upon  the  respective  oaths  of  witnesses,  and  the  oaths  of 
skilful  interpreters,  administered  according  to  the  forms 
of  their  several  religions;  and  shall,  by  some  sworn 
ofllcer  of  such  court,  be  reduced   into  one  or  more 
writing  or  writings  on  parchment,  in  case  any  duplicate 
or  duplicates  should  be  required  by  or  on  behalf  of  any 
of  the  parties  interested,  and  shall  be  sent  to  his  majesty, 
in  his  Conrt  of  King's  Bench,  closed  up,  and  under  the 
ieols  of  two  or  more  of  the  Judges  of  the  said  court,  and 

one 
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one  or  more  of  the  said  Judges  shall  deliver  the  same  lo 
the  agent  or  agents  of  the  parQr  or  parties  requiring  the 
same,''  &c. ;  and  then  directs  that  these  depositions  ^*  shall 
be  allowed  and  read,  and  shall  be  deemed  as  good  and 
competent  evidence  as  if  such  witness  had  been  present, 
and  sworn  and  examined  viva  voce  at  any  trial  for  sach 
crimes  and  misdemeanors  as  aforesaid,  in  his  majesty's 
said  Court  of  King's  Bench,  any  law  or  usage  to  the 
contrary  notwithstanding;  and  all  parties  concerned 
shall  be  entitled  to  take  copies  of  such  depositions  At 
their  own  costs  and  charges." 

The  forty-fourth  section  directs,  *^  that  when  and  so 
often  as  the  said  united  company,  or  any  person  or 
persons  whatsoever,  shall  commence  and  prosecute  any 
action  or  suit,  at  law  or  in  equity,  for  which  cause  hath 
arisen,  or  shall  hereafter  arise  in  India^  against  any 
other  person  or  persons  whatever  in  any  of  his  nugestyfs 
courts  at  Westminster^  it  shall  and  may  be  lawftil  for 
such  courts  respectively,  upon  motion  there  to  be  mad^ 
to  provide  and  award  such  writ  or  writs  in  the  nature  of 
a  mandamus  or  commission  as  aforesaid  to  the  Chief 
Justice  and  Judges  of  the  said  supreme  court  of  judi- 
cature for  the  time  being,  or  the  judges  of  the  mayor's 
court  at  Madras^  Bombay^  or  Bencooterij  as  the  case  may 
require,  for  the  examination  of  witnesses  as  aforesaid ; 
and  such  examination  being  duly  returned,  shall  be 
allowed  and  read,  and  shall  be  deemed  good  and  com- 
petent evidence  at  any  trial  or  hearing  between  the 
parties  in  such  cause  or  action,  in  the  same  manner  in 
all  respects  as  if  the  several  directions  hereinbefore  pre- 
scribed and  enacted  in  that  behalf  were  again  repeated." 

The  only  question  then,  is.  Whether  the  enactment  o€ 
the  fortieth  section  as  to  the  taking  copies  of  the  depo-t 
sitions  is,  by  reference,  incoi*porated  in  the  forty-fourth : 
and  I  am  of  opinion  it  is.     In  the  first  place,  the  forty- 
fourth  section  says  nothing  about  cross-examination  by 

counsel 
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counsel  in  India.  But  that  privil^e  must  be  taken  to  18SL 
extend  to  parties  in  civil  suits,  under  the  words  **  in  the 
same  manner  in  all  respects  as  if  the  several  directions 
hereinbefore  prescribed  and  enacted  in  that  behalf  were  Nicholsok. 
^Sain  repeated*''  Why,  then,  should  not  the  right  of 
^  party  to  take  copies  at  his  own  charge  be  also  incor- 
porated ?  It  has  already  been  decided,  that  with  respect 
^o  the  power  of  issuing  the  mandamus,  the  forty-fourth 
^^crtion  is  to  receive  the  same  construction  as  the  fortieth, 
-^^■ooking,  therefore,  at  the  language  and  object  of  the  act, 
^<id  the  constant  practice  which  has  prevailed,  I  think 
^is  rule  should  be  discharged. 

Park  J.     The  two  sections  must  be  taken  together, 
^^r  the  forty-fourth  section  refers  to  the  directions  in 
^I^e  fortieth  as  if  they  were  repeated  in  the  forty-fourth. 
^^Jid  that  section  has  in  this  Court  been  held  to  apply  to 
X^fendants  as  well  as  Plaintiffs,  although  Plaintiffit  only 
^re  specified.     The  fortieth  section  says,  ^^  All  parties 
Concerned  shall  be  entitled  to  take  copies  of  such  depo- 
sitions at  their  own  costs  and  charges,''  and  it  would 
absurd  to  construe  that  passage,  as  it  has  been  pro- 
I,  **  all  parties  applying  for  the  mandamus ; "  for 
"^ey  who  apply  for  the  mandamus  do  not  want  the  copies. 
It  has  been  the  constant  practice  to  grant  them  in  the 
King^s  Bench ;  the  practice  has  never  been  contested, 
mnd  that  goes  far  to  shew  that  the  proper  construction 
lias  been  put  on  the  statute. 

BosANQUET  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  When  the 
xnle  nisi  was  obtained,  the  attention  of  the  Court  was  not 
called  to  the  fortieth  section  of  the  act.  The  practice  has 
l)een  conformable  to  it,  and  this  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Alderson  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion.     The  sta- 
tute prescribes,  section  40.,  that  in  India  the  agents  or 

counsel 
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1831.        counsel  of  parties  concerned  are  to  be  sammoned,  and 
*      '  '         that  copies  of  the  depositions  shall  be  given  here  to  any 
9.  who  apply*     That  has  been  the  constant  practice  in  ciTil 

NicHOLsoM.    us  ^ell  as  criminal  cases. 

Rule  dischai|^ 


Jan.  31.  Manning  against  Clement. 

Libd.    The     7  IBEL. 

PUindffal- 


rurnun  ai-  r^y^^  declaration  alleged,  that  before  and  at  the  time 

carried  on  in  of  committing  the  several  grievances  by  the  Defisndant 
an  honest  and    thereinafter  mentioned,  the  Plaintiff  had  exercised  and 

lawxul  man* 

ner  the  trade  c&i*ri^  on,  and  did  exercise  and  carry  on,  in  an  iomesi  and 
of  a  manufac-  lawfid  manner,  the  trade  and  business  of  a  manu&ctnrer 
Sir  d  X  ^^  various  bitters,  with  which,  in  the  way  of  his  sud 
the  Defendant  trade,  he  supplied  various  licensed  publicans ;  and  oer- 
libelled  him  in  jgin  of  which  said  bitters  were  called  and  known  by  the 
publiahinz  name  of  the  imperial  ptirl  bitters,  to  wit,  at  &c.  Yet  the 
that  the  bitters  Defendant,  well  knowing  the  premises,  but  contriving 

Verc  made  to    ^^^  wickedly  and  maliciously  intendinir  to  injure  the 

adulterate  por*  ^     •'  -^  . 

ter :  per  quad    Plaintiff  in  his  good  name,  fame,  and  credit,  and  to 

the  Plaintiff      bring  him  into  public  scandal  and  disgrace  with  and 
Held,  that     amongst  all  his  neighbours,  and  other  good  and  worthy 
nnder  the  ge-    subjects,   theretofore,   to  wit,   on  &C.,  at  &C.,  fabelyi 
Drf   da"t        wickedly,  and  maliciously  did  publish,  and  canse  and 
might  give  in    procure   to  be  published,  of  and  concerning  the  said 
evidence  that     Plaintiff  in  the  imy  of  his  said  trade,  a  certain  fidse, 
trade  was         scandalous,   malicious,  and  defamatory  libel,  in  which 
illegal,  and        said  libel  was  contained  the  false,  scandalous,  malicioiiSi 
h  d'bee   *^^^"  ^^^  defematofy  matter  following,  of  and  concerning  the 
demned  in  the  ^i^  Plaintiff  in  the  way  of  his  said  trade,  that  is  to  say, 
Court  of  Ex-     —  (the  innuendoes  are  omitted)  —  "  Adulteration  of  por- 
ter.    To  the  editor  of  BeWs  Life  in  London.     Sir,  —  It 
appears  that  the  crown  lawyers  have  consented  to  a 

com- 
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compromise  of  the  prosecution  against  Mr.  Manning  for 
Biaaiifiu^taring  what  he  called  purl  bitters^  but  which, 
itttead  of  being  bitters,  was  stuff  for  adulterating  porter. 
It  bas  been  hinted  that  this  compromise  has  been  made 
^ith  the  intention  of  allowing  Mr.  Mannings   as  an 
'nformer  against  a  hundred  or  two  publicans,  who  have 
^i\  using  this  stuff.     I  hope  it  is  not  true  that  such  is 
to  happen,  but  I  think  that,  instead  of  the  quiet  manner 
^  which  this  prosecution  has  been  allowed  to  end,  the 
uUDg  ought  to  be  exposed  as  much  as  possible.     The 
^cise  have  no  wish  for  exposure,  because  they  have 
'^'flered  the  manufitcture  of  the  article  for  years,  and  are 
Pv^obaUy  ashamed  of  their  neglect ;  but  let  us  have  an 
^^posore  of  the  men  who  have  been  guilty  of  such  nefa- 
'"^Oos  practices.    They  deserve  exposure,  they  deserve 
greatest  punishment.     The  public  ought  to  know 
lio  the  publicans  are  that  have  been  enriching  them- 
ves  at  the  expense  of  their  customers'  health.     Can 
e  be  surprised  at  the  stylish  manner  in  which  some 
t^iiblicans  live,  when  we  find,  that  by  using  a  gallon  of 
^Aiis  mixture,  called  ''  Manning's  bitters,''  an  unprinci- 
pled aian  might  take  upwards  of  twenty  gallons  of  por- 
ter from  a  butt,  and  substitute  water?    And  in  justice 
%o  the  fiur  and  honest  publican  and  to  the  brewer,  an 
exposure  ought  to  be  made  of  the  fraudulent  dealer ;  and 
1  think  the  public  must  feel  interested  on  the  subject, 
^ben  they  learn  that,  upon  the  examination  at  the  Royal 
Institution,  Mannings  bitters  was  found  to  be  composed 
partly  of  green  vitriol   and   alum !     What  hell-broth 
are  we  to  have  next  instead  of  Sir  John  Barleycorn  f 
Yours,"  &c. 

The  Plaintiff  then  alleged  general  injury  to  his  good 
name^  &me,  and  credit;  and,  as  special  damages,  that 
many  publicans  whom  he  named,  had,  in  consequence  of 
the  libel,  ceased  to  deal  with  him  in  the  way  of  his  trade 
and  business. 
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Plea,  the  general  issue. 

At  the  trial,  the  Plaintiff,  after  proving  the  pablica- 
tion  of  the  libel,  called  witnesses  to  prove  the  excellence 
of  his  bitters  and  the  extent  of  his  trade ;  and  then 
established  that  many  publicans  had  ceased  to  deal  with, 
him  in  consequence  of  this  libel. 

The  Defendant's  counsel  then  called  witnesses  to  shew 
that  these  bitters  were  made  of  ingredients  highly  noxious 
to  health ;  that  the  Plaintiff's  trade  was  ill^al ;  and  that 
a  large  quantity  of  his  commodity  had  actually  been 
seized  and  condemned  in  the  Court  of  Eb^chequer,  the 
Plaintiff  being  at  the  same  time  visited  with  heavy 
penalties.  This  evidence  was  objected  to,  but  received 
by  Park  J.  after  consulting  the  other  Judges,  as  proof  of 
the  illegality  of  the  Plaintiff's  trade,  but  not  as  proof  of 
the  truth  of  the  libel.  A  verdict  having  been  given  for 
the  Defendant, 

The  Plaintiff  in  person  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new 
trial,  on  the  ground  that  evidence  as  to  the  nature  of  his 
trade  ought  not  to  have  been  received  under  the  general 
issue,  and  that  the  Defendant  ought  to  have  pleaded 
that  the  trade  was  illegal  if  he  meant  to  rely  on  that 
point  as  bis  defence ;  otherwise  the  Plaintiff  was  mis^ 
by  the  plea  of  the  general  issue,  under  which  he  p 
posed  only  to  establish  the  publication  by  the  Defendant 


Wilde  Serjt.  shewed  cause.     The  Plaintiff  compl 
of  being  injured  in  his  trade,  and  has  alleged,  that 
carried  on  in  an  honest  and  lawful  manner  the 
of  a  manufacturer  of  bitters ;  that  is,  of  bitters  whi 
might  legally  be  sold,  and  not  articles  the  sale  of  whi 
was  a  nuisance.     He  was  bound,  therefore,  to  p 
that  he  carried  on  a  legal  trade,  although  there 
no  plea  alleging  that  he  carried  on  an  illegal  trade, 
so,  the  Defendant  was  entitled  to  answer  the  witnesses 
who  alleged  that,  by  calling  others  to  prove  the  oot^-^ 
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^^^17;  and  the  Plaintiff  could  not  be  deemed  to  be 
^eo  by  surprise  by  a  conflict  on  a  point  he  was  bound 
^  come  prepared  to  prove.    The  Defendant's  witnesses 
^^re  called,  not  to  justify  the  libel,  or  to  prove  its  alle- 
S^tions  true,  but  to  prove  the  Plaintiff's  trade  illegal, 
*<K]  if  bis  trade  be  illegal,  he  has  no  locus  standi  in 
®c>iirt,  for  he  cannot  be  allowed  to  complain  of  injury  to 
^  business  which  he  ought  not  to  carry  on.    The  De- 
*^tidant  is  not  to  be  deprived  of  this  evidence,  because^ 
'^    addition  to  proof  of  the  illegality  of  the  trade,  it 
'^^  also  prove  that  the  libel  is  true.    In  Spall  v.  MaS" 
{a\  the  Plaintiff  having  called  witnesses  to  prove  an 
^oiy  to  his  trade,  the  defendant  was  allowed  under  the 
issue  to  shew  the  trade  illegal ;  and  Hunt  v. 
(6)  expressly  decides,  that  in  such  a  case  no  action 
'^^^s.    There  it  was  holden,  that  a  party  who  pursued  an 
^legal  vocation  had  no  remedy  by  action  for  a  libel  re- 
garding his  conduct  in  such  vocation.   And  facts,  which 
Explain  the  circumstances  under  which  the  libel  was  pub- 
llshedy  may  always  be  given  in  evidence  under  the  general 
iisoe.     Thus,  in  Delary  v.  Jones  {c\  it  was  holden,  that 
Ml  advertisement  in  a  newspaper  containing  an  impu- 
tation injurious  to  the  character  of  the  Plaintiff,  might  be 
ihewn  to  have  been  published  bondjide^  and  with  a  view 
of  obtaining  information  on  the  subject  alluded  to  in 
the  advertisement,  by  a  person  really  interested  in  the 
enquiry.    [  Tindal  C.  J.   If  an  action  of  libel  be  brought 
by  a  surgeon,  who  alleges  that  he  was  legally  practising 
as  a  surgeon,  it  is  competent  to  the  defendant,  under 
the  general  issue,  to  prove  that  he  was  not  such.]    The 
question  is  in  fact  a  question  of  variance.    The  Plaintiff 
alleges,  and  endeavours  to  prove,  that  he  carries  on  a 
legid  business,  but  the  business  proved,  turns  out  to  be 
illegal. 
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Storks  Seijt  contra.  The  rule,  as  laid  down  ia 
Smith  V.  Richardson  (a),  and  confirmed  by  Wood  B.  in 
jQnes  V.  Stevens  {b)j  is,  that  under  the  general  issue  the 
Pl^endant  can  only  shew  he  did  not  publish  the  charge 
complained  of.  To  shew  that  the  PlaintiiF's  trade  ia 
illegal,  is  to  attack  his  character  as  a  tradesman,  when 
the  point  in  issue  is  not  his  character,  but  the  pub- 
lication of  the  libel.  Such  evidence,  therefore,  is  neces- 
sarily a  surprise  on  him.  And  it  is  a  mode  of  proving 
the  truth  of  the  libel  without  pleading  its  truth  in  jus- 
tification. The  Plaintiff's  business,  as  alleged  on  this 
record,  is  primd  Jacie  a  legal  business,  and  be  could 
not  be  said  to  carry  on  an  illegal  business  because  it 
might  be  shewn  that  frauds  were  occasionaUy  practised 
in  the  course  of  the  legal  business.  He  ought,  there* 
fore,  to  be  apprized  by  the  pleading,  what  is  the  sort 
of  charge  the  Defendant  means  to  bring  forward; 
whether  a  charge  of  particular  frauds,  or  of  general 
illegality.  In  Hunt  v.  Bell^  it  appeared  on  the  face  of  the 
record  that  the  business  carried  on  by  the  Plaintiff  was 
illegal.  The  Defendant  might  fairly  take  advantage  of 
that  under  the  general  issue. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 


TiNDAL  C.  J.  The  declaration  in  this  case  stated, 
tba^  **  at  the  time  of  publishing,  &c.  the  Plaintiff  had 
exercised  and  carried  on,  and  did  exercise  and  carry  on, 
in  an  honest  and  lawful  manner,  the  trade  and  business 
of  a  manufacturer  of  various  bitters,  with  which,  in  the 
way  of  his  said  trade,  he  supplied  various  licensed  pub- 
licans ; ''  and  then  proceeded  to  state  that  the  Defend- 
ant published,  *<  of  and  concerning  the  said  Plaintiff  io 
the  way  of  his  said  trade,"  the  libel  in  question.  The 
Defendant  pleaded  the  general  issue.     At  the  trial  the 
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Plaintiff  gave  general  evidence  that  he  was  a  manu- 
^cturer  of  bitters,  and  proved  the  publication  of  the 
'■be!,  and  the  innuendo  that  it  related  to  him  in  the  way 
^f^  his  trade ;  and  after  he  had  closed  his  case,  the  De- 
"^ndant  offered  evidence  with  a  view  to  prove  that  what 
'^Q  Plaintiff  sold  was  not  bitters,  but  a  composition  of  a 
>]r  different  description. 

Thb  evidence  was  objected  to  on  the  part  of  the 

on  the  ground  that  it  amounted,  in  effect,  to 

f^^^iof  of  the  truth  of  the  charge  imputed  by  the  libel,  in 

^     case  where  there  was  no  plea  of  justification.     The 

"^^Uumed  Judge,  however,  who  tried  the  cause,  admitted 

^*le  evidence,  stating  to  the  jury  that  it  was  a  material 

^llq^ion  in  the  declaration  that  the  Plaintiff  was  the 

^^>anafactarer  of  various  bitters,   and  that  they  must 

^pply  this  evidence  to  that  allegation,  and  say  whether 

^^]ie   Plaintiff  was  truly  a  manufacturer  of  bitters,  or 

^^irbecber,  under  that  pretence,  he  manufactured  an  article 

^>f  an  entirely  different  description ;  and  he  also  cautioned 

%he  jury,  that  they  were  not  to  consider  the  evidence  in 

^aestion  as  applicable  in  any  way  to  a  justification  of 

^e  truth  of  the  libel,  or  in  mitigation  of  damages,  but 

aimply  to  the  truth  of  the  allegation  of  the  Plaintiff's 

trade  or  business. 

The  question  now  raised  before  us  is,  whether  this 
•vidoice  was  properly  admitted :  and  we  are  of  opinion, 
that,  with  reference  to  the  allegation  of  the  trade  or 
business  of  the  Plaintiff,  tlie  evidence  was  properly 
received. 

No  rule  can  be  more  firmly  established  than  that  the 
Defendant  cannot  give  in  evidence  the  truth  of  the 
imputation  contained  in  the  libel,  without  pleading  such 
truth  as  a  justification.  Since  the  case  of  Undet-wood  v. 
Parks  (a)  there  has  never  existed  a  doubt  on  this 
point. 

{a)  %  Str.  x»oo. 

B  b  2  But 


Clxment. 


368 


CASES  IN  HILARY  TERM 


1881. 


Makninq 
Cluoht. 


But  it  is  equally  certain  that  where  a  libel  written^ 
contains  a  charge  upon  a  man  in  the  way  of  his  trad^ 
or  business,  tlie  allegation  of  such  trade  or  business 
must  be  strictly  proved  as  it  is  set  forth  in  the  de-^ 
claration,  and  that  the  defendant  is  at  liberty  to  bring 
evidence  to  disprove  the  fact.     And  it  appears  to  us  tha^ 
such  proof  is  equally  admissible,  notwithstanding  it  may 
so  happen  in  the  particular  case,  that  the  disproving  tbe 
allegation  of  the  trade  does,  in  effect  and  substance^ 
prove  the  truth  of  the  imputation  in  the  libel.    The 
necessity  of  hearing  evidence  on  both  sides  as  to  the 
description  of  the  trade  in  the  declaration  being  ad- 
mitted, the  l^ality  of  such  investigation  in  any  par- 
ticular case  cannot  depend  on  the  form  of  the  libeL 

If  the  present  libel  had  contained  a  charge  that  the 
Pluntiff,  as  such  trader  in  bitters,  was  in  insolvent 
circumstances,  or  had  defrauded  his  creditorSf  no  one 
could  have  doubted  that  evidence  to  shew  he. was  not  a 
manufacturer  of  bitters,  but  of  a  very  different  material, 
might  have  been  brought  forward  by  the  Defendant 
How  then  can  it  be  less  admissible^  because  the  libel 
imputes  a  charge  the  truth  of  which  happens  to 
made  out  by  the  evidence  in  question?  There  is 
the  mischief  in  allowing  this  evidence  which  oocnrs  i 
other  cases,  for  the  Plaintiff  comes  prepared  to  set  u 
the  proof  of  his  trade  as  stated  in  the  dedaradoni 
to  meet  any  contrary  evidence  on  that  point. 

Upon  the  whole^  without  giving  any  opinion  as  to 
weight  of  the  evidence  when  produced,  we  agree   in 
thinking  it  was  admissible  for  the  point,  and  with  the 
restriction  with  which  it  was  admitted,  and  therefore 
think  the  present  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Rule  discbaiged. 
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Stanley,  Administratrix  of  Thomas  Stanley,       •/«».  31. 

V.  Jones. 


EBT.    The  declaration  stated,  An  agreement 


D 

That,  by  certain  articles  of  agreement  made  be-  *®  commum- 
^ween  the  Defendant  John  JoneSf  administrator  of  the  formation  a$ 
^oods  and  chattels,  rights  and  credits  of  Thomas  Jones,  sball  enable  a 

late  of  Bankside,  in  the  county  of  Surrey^  gentleman,  P*^  *®  '*^ 

If  ^    o  Y^f  ^  ram  Of 

deceased,  of  the  one  part,  and  Thomas  Stanley  of  the  money  by  ac^ 
other  part,  [after  reciting  that  Thomas  Jones  in  his  lifetime  ^^»  ^^  ^ 
carried  on,  in  partnership  with  Bobert  Monro  of  Nelson  £^  nrocurimr 
Square  in  the  county  of  Stnrey^  and  William  Seale  Eoans  evidence  to 
of  Twyning,  in  the  county  of  Gloucester,  gendeman,  ^^^*",^^ 
the  establishment  of  a  gas-light  concern  at  Bankside,  in  upon  condition 
the  county  of  Surrey ;  that  after  the  decease  of  the  said  ^^  receiving  a 
Thmuzs  Jones,  the  Defendant  John  Jones,  as  his  adminis-  Sim  ^overei 
tnitor,  succeeded  in  the  place  of  Thomas  Joftes  in  the  is  illegal. 
partnership  concern ;  that  some  time  after,  John  Jones, 
through  the  representations  oi  Bobert  Monro  and  WiUiam 
Seale  Eoans  that  the  concern  was  not  so  productive  and 
profitable  as  it  really  and  truly  was,  was  induced  to  relin* 
qaish  his  interest  in  the  copartnership  establishment  for 
lEi  sum  very  far  from  equivalent  to  the  value  of  such 
interest;  and  after  reciting  that  Thomas  Stanley  had 
given  the  Defendant  reason  to  believe  that  the  repre- 
sentations so  made  to  him  by  Bobert  Monro  and  WiUiam 
Seale  Evans,  by  which  he  was  induced  to  relinquish 
his  interest  in  the  aforesaid  copartnership  concern,  were 
false;  and  that  Thomas  Stanley  being  in  possession  of 
evidence  to  manifest  the  same,  and  to  prove  that  the 
Defendant  was  entitled  to  recover  considerable  sums  of 
money  from  the  said  Bobert  Monro  and  William  Seale 
Ewms  on  account  of  the  co-partnership  concern,  had 
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18S1.  agreed  to  communicate  such  evidence  to  the  Defend- 
ant upon  receiving  from  him  the  sum  of  23/.  expended 
by  him  Thomas  Sianlej/  in  obtaining  the  same,  and 
upon  having  an  agreement  by  the  Defendant  to  pay 
unto  him  Thomas  Slanlcyj  his  executors  or  administra- 
tors, one-eighth  part  of  the  clear  amount  of  such  sum 
or  sums  of  money  as  the  Defendant  should  or  might 
thereafter  recover  from  the  said  Robert  Monro  and  fFi/- 
liam  Scale  Evans,  or  either  of  them,  through  the  means 
of  him  Thomas  Stanley,  after  payment  of  the  expenses 
of  recovering  such  monies;  that  the  Defendant  had 
assented  to  such  proposal,  and  had  agreed  to  pay  to 
Thomas  Stanley  the  said  sum  of  23/.,  and  to  enter  into 
such  covenant  with  Thomas  Stanley  as  in  the  articles  of 
agreement  was  contained  and  thereinafter  mentioned ;] 
it  was  witnessed,  that  for  carrying  the  said  recited 
agreement  into  effect,  and  in  consideration  of  the  sum 
of  23/i  by  the  Defendant  to  Thomas  Stanley  paid  at 
therein  mentioned,  and  in  consideration,  also^  of  the 
covenant  therein  contained  on  the  part  of  the  Defend* 
ant,  Thomas  Stanley  did  thereby  for  himself,  his  heir^ 
executors,  and  administrators,  covenant,  promise^  and 
agree  with  and  to  the  Defendant,  that  he  Thomas  SUm» 
ley  should  and  would,  immediately  ailer  the  execution 
of  the  said  articles  of  agreement,  communicate  unto  the 
Defendant  all  such  knowledge  and  information  as  he^ 
Thomas  Stanley  possessed  touching  the  falsehoods  and 
misrepresentations  made  by  the  said  Robert  Monro  and 
WiUiam  Seale  Evans,  by  which  the  Defendant  was  so  iii% 
duced  to  quit  the  partnership  concern,  as  in  the  articles 
of  agreement  was  mentioned ;  and  should  and  would 
give  and  communicate  unto  the  Defendant  all  such  in* 
formation  as  he  Thomas  Stanley  possessed,  or  could  or 
might  procure  or  get  at,  with  a  view  to  the  recovery  by 
the  Defendant  of  all  such  sum  or  sums  of  money  as  the 
De^dan^  as  such  administrator  of  the  said  Thomati 
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Jones^  had  been  deprived  of^  or  had  lost  through  the 
misrepresentations  of  the  said  Robert  Monro  and  Willican 
Stale  Evans ;  and  should  and  would  use  and  exert  his 
utmost  influence  and  means  for  procuring  such  evidence 
<s  shoald  or  might  be  requisite  to  substantiate  the 
claims  of  the  Defendant  against  the  said  Robert  Monro 
and  WiUiam  Seale  Evans : 

And  it  was  further  witnessed,  that  in  consideration  of 
^lie  covenant  therein-before  contained  on  the  part  of 
^komas  Stanley,  the  Defendant  did  thereby  covenant, 
promisef  and  agree  with,  and  to  the  said  TAomas  Stan* 
Mey,  his  executors  and  administrators,  that  the  Defend* 
wsnt  should  and  would  well  and  truly  pay  or  cause  to 
he  paid  unto  Thomas  Stanley,  his  executors  and  admi- 
nistrators, one  clear  and  equal  eighth  part  or  share  of 
all  such  sum  or  sums  of  money  as  should  at  any  time 
or  times  thereafter  be  recovered  or  obtained,  after  pay* 
ment  of  the  costs  and  expenses  to  be  incurred  in  the 
recovery  thereof  either  by  suit  at  law  or  in  equity,  or 
by  Toluntary  payment  of  and  from  the  said  Robeti 
Monro  and  WiUiam  Seale  Evans,  or  either  of  tliero,  or 
their  or  either  of  their  executors  or  administrators,  by 
l^ason  of  such  information  to  be  communicated  and 
given  by  Thomas  Stanley  to  the  Defendant  by  virtue  of 
the  covenant  in  the  said  articles  of  agreement,  within 
one  week  next  afler  such  money  or  monies  should  h% 
^received  by  the  Defendant : 

And  the  Plaintiff  in  fact  said,  that  Thomas  Stanley, 
immediately  after  the  execution  of  the  articles  of  agri^ 
ment,  to  wit,  on,  &c.  at,  &c.  did  communicate  unto  the 
Defendant  all  such  knowledge  and  information  as  hei 
Thomas  Stanley,  possessed,  touching  the  falsehoods  and 
misrepresentations,  made  by  the  said  Robert  Monro  and 
William  Seale  Evans,  by  which  the  Defendant  was  so  in- 
duced to  quit  the  partnership  concern  as  in  the  articled 
of  agreement  was  mentioned;  and  did  also  tben^  and 
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1831  •  at  all  other  times,  after  the  making  of  the  said  articles  of 
agreement,  until  the  receiving  of  the  money  by  the  De- 
fendant of  and  from  the  said  Robert  Monro  and  WiUiam 
Seale  Eoans  as  thereinafter  mentioned,  communicate  unto 
the  Defendant  all  such  information  as  he  Thomas  Sianlq^ 
possessed,  or  could  and  might  procure,  or  get  at,  with  a 
view  to  the  recovery  by  the  Defendant  of  all  such  sum 
and  sums  of  money  as  the  Defendant,  as  such  adminis- 
trator of  the  said  Thomas  Jones,  had  been  deprived  o( 
or  had  lost  through  the  misrepresentations  of  the  said 
Bobert  Monro  and  William  Seale  Evans;  and  did  during 
all  that  time  use  and  execute  his  utmost  influence  and 
means  for  procuring  such  evidence  as  was  requisite  to 
substantiate  the  claims  of  the  Defendant  against  the 
said  Robert  Monro  and  William  Seale  Evans,  to  wit,  a^ 
&C. :  of  all  which  several  premises  the  Defendant  there 
had  due  notice. 

And  the  PlaintiiF  in  &ct  further  said,  that  the  De* 
fendant  did,  after  the  making  of  the  said  articles  of 
agreements  and  by  reason  of  such  information  so  couh 
municated  and  given  by  Thomas  Stanley  to  the  De- 
fendant as  aforesaid,  and  after  the  death  of  the  aaid 
Thomas  Stanley,  to  wit,  on,  &c.  at,  &c.,  and  as  and  by 
way  of  a  compromise  of  a  certain  suit  in  equity,  before 
then  instituted  by  the  Defendant  against  the  said 
Robert  Monro  and  William  Seale  Evans,  recover,  ob- 
tain, and  receive  by  voluntary  payment  of  and  from 
the  said  Robert  Monro  and  William  Seale  Evans  a 
large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  14,000/.  of 
lawful  money  of  Great  Britain,  after  payment  of  the 
costs  and  expenses  which  had  been  incurred  in  and 
about  the  recovery  thereof,  to  wit,  at,  &c. :  whereby  and 
according  to  the  tenor  and  effect  of  the  said  cove- 
nant so  made  by  the  Defendant  as  aforesaid,  the  De^ 
fendant,  then  and  there  became  liable  to  pay^  and 
ought  to  have  paid,  to  the  Plaintiff  as  administratrix 

as 
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as    aforesaid,   within  one  week  next  after  he  had  so        18S1* 

leceiTed  the  same  as  aforesaid,  one  clear  and  equal 

dgbth  part  or  share  thereof,  amounting  in  the  whole  to 

a  large  sum,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  1750/.  of  like  lawful 

mooeyf  to  wit,  at,  &c    Nevertheless  the  Defendant,  not 

regarding  the  said  articles  of  agreement,  did  not,  nor 

would,  within  one  week  next  after  he  had  so  received 

the  said  sum  of  14,000/.  as  aforesaid,  or  at  any  time 

afterwards,  although  often  requested,  &c.,  pay  16  the 

Plabti£^  as  administratrix  as  aforesaid,  the  said  sum  of 

17.50/.,  being  one  clear  and  equal  eighth  part  or  shai^e 

oF   the  said  sum  of  14,000/.  so  received  as  aforesaid, 

after  pajrment  of  the  costs  and  expenses  as  aforesaid, 

bot  wholly  reftised  and  neglected  so  to  do,  whereby 

9c€io  accrevUf  &c     Prqfertj  &c. 

Demurrer  thereon,  and  joinder. 

^tttSsM  Seijt  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  The  agrees 
Dneot  is  illegal,  and  amounts  to  the  offence  of  champerty, 
law  against  which,  though  ancient,  is  not  obsolete. 
Bell  V.  Smith  (a),  it  is  treated  by  Bayley  J.  as  still  a 
portion  of  the  law  of  the  land.  And  though  champerty 
originally  applied  only  to  real  actions  {campum  partiri)^ 
it  was  soon  held  to  be  equally  an  offence  to  stipulate  for 
P^rt  of  debt  or  damages,  and  that  it  might  be  committed 
ry  tU  persons,  and  not  merely  by  officers  of  the  crown.  (6) 
^^ifnnas  Stanley  had  no  interest  in  the  suit  which  he 
'^^ISfat  to  sustain ;  the  case,  therefore,  does  not  come 
^Uiin  any  of  the  exceptions  to  the  rule  concerning 
^amperty. 

^Ude  Seijt.  contrd^   This  is  not  a  case  of  champerty ; 
^  offence  which  arose  out  of  a  state  of  society  wholly 

C  «)  5  'B.  &  C.  z88.  of  Wiestmr,  z    Westmr.  %.  c.  49. 

^  (A)  1  Bawl,  P,  C  c.  84*  /•  3*      s8  3d.  z.  c.  zz. 
^c«  jthr.  Qbamfertj.     Statute 

different 
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1851.  different  from  the  present  The  object  of  the  laws  agidnst 
that  offence,  was,  to  prevent  persons  who  might  influence 
the  administration  of  justice  from  acquiring  an  interest 
in  the  subject  of  suits.  From  the  same  cause  arose  tlie 
rule  against  the  assignment  of  choses  inaction  in  general. 
But  in  Master  v.  Miller  (a\  Btdler  J.  says,  **  It  is  laid 
down  in  our  old  books,  that  for  avoiding  maintenance  a 
cho$e  in  action  cannot  be  assigned  or  granted  over  to 
another.  (&)  The  good  sense  of  that  rule  seems  to  me 
to  be  very  questionable ;  and  in  early  as  well  as  modem 
times  it  has  been  so  explained  away,  that  it  remains  at 
most  only  an  objection  to  the  form  of  the  action  in  any 
case.  In  2  BoU.  Ahr.  45.  and  46.  it  is  admitted,  that  an 
obligation  or  other  deed  may  be  granted,  so  that  the 
writing  passes;  but  it  is  said  that  the  grantee  cannot 
sue  for  it  in  his  own  name.  If  a  third  person  be  per- 
mitted to  acquire  the  interest  in  a  thing,  whether  he  is 
to  bring  the  action  in  his  own  name,  or  in  the  name  of 
the  grantor,  does  not  seem  to  me  to  affect  the  question  oT 
maintenance.  It  is  curious,  and  not  altogether  usdeas^ 
to  see  how  the  doctrine  of  maintenance  has  irom  time 
to  time  been  received  in  Westminster  Hall.  At  one  time 
not  only  he  who  laid  out  money  to  assist  another  in  hit 
causey  but  he  that  by  his  friendship  or  interest  saved  Um 
an  expense  which  he  would  otherwise  be  put  to^  was 
held  guilty  of  maintenance,  (c)  Nay,  if  he  offidonsly 
gave  evidence,  it  was  maintenance;  so  that  he  must 
have  had  a  ptbpcefia  or  suppress  the  truth.  That  such 
a  doctrine,  repugnant  to  every  honest  feeling  of  tfie 
hunian  heart,  should  soon  be  laid  aside,  must  be  ex* 
pected.  Accordingly,  a  variety  of  exceptions  were  soon 
made ;  and  amongst  others  it  was  held,  that  if  «  person 
has  any  interest  in  the  thing  in  dispute,  though  on  con- 

(a)  4r.J(.34o.  {c)   Br9.  tit.  MmmtmrnmUj 

(b)  Co.  Lit*  ai4  a.  %66  a.      ;•  14*  I7»&c« 
a  Ron*  45*  /•  40. 
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lingency  only,  he  may  lawfully  maintain  an  action  on 
it(ff)    But  in  the  midst  of  all  these  doctrines  on  main* 
teniocei  there  was  one  case  in  which  the  courts  of  law 
allowed  of  an  assignment  of  a  chose  in  action^  and  that 
VII  in  the  case  of  the  crown ;  for  the  courts  did  not 
ftd  tbemselves  bold  enough  to  tie  up  the  property  of 
tbe  crown,  or  prevent  that  from  being  transferred.  (6) 
Courts  of  equity  from  the  earliest  times  thought  the 
doctrine  too  absurd  for  them  to  adopt ;  and,  therefore^ 
^y  always  acted  in  direct  contradiction  to  it.    And  we 
*b4ill  soon  see  that  courts  of  law  also  altered  their  lan- 
guage on  the  sulyect  very  much.     In  12  Mod.  5Si^.  the 
Court  speak  of  an  assignment  of  an  apprentice,  or  an 
^^Q^ment  of  a  bond,  as  things  which  are  good  between 
^c  parties,  and  to  which  they  must  give  their  sanction, 
^^d  act  upon.     So  an  assignment  of  a  chose  in  action 
^^mB  always  been  held  a  good  consideration  for  a  pro- 
^tijie.     It  was  so  in  1  BoU.  Abr.  29.  pi.  GO.  1  Sid.  212., 
^^d  T.  Jones^  222. ;  and,  lastly,  by  all  the  Judges  of 
^Smgland  in  MouUsdale  v.  Birchall  (c),  though  the  debt 
%j^gned  was  uncertain.    After  these  cases  we  venture  to 
%ay  that  the  maxim  was  a  bad  one,  and  that  it  proceeded 
^n  a  foundation  which  &ils.''     And  innumerable  ex- 
^qptioDS  have  been  engrafted  on  the  old  law  of  main- 
^tenance,  which,  if  it  were  construed  according  to  ancient 
:xigoar9  would  impede  the  whole  course  of  modem  bu- 
siness.    [Bosanquet  J.     Could  a  claim  for  unliquidated 
damages  arising  out  of  a  tort  be  assigned  ?J    Perhaps, 
in  some  instances ;  as  a  claim  for  damages  on  the  run^* 
ning  down  a  ship;  but  not  for  crim.  con.  or  slander. 
\JPark  J«    The  distinction  seems  not  unreasonable,  and 
consistent  with  morals  and  law.]    Here  there  has  been 
no  assignment  of  any  portion  of  the  thing  in  dispute, 
bat  merely  a  covenant  under  which  Thomas  Stanley  i» 
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(r)  %  Black.  Sao, 
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1881.       to  receive  a  compensation  for  the  trouble  and  expense 

STANU7      ^^  which  the  Defendant  is  to  reap  the  benefit    There 

V.  is  nothing  contrary  to  public  policy  in  such  an  agree- 

JoMs.  ment,  for  Stanley  could  not  interfere  in  or  adopt  the 
Defendant's  suit.  The  definition  given  of  maintenance, 
(of  which  champerty  is  a  species,)  in  1  Russell  on  CrimeSf 
^66.  is,  '*  an  unlawful  taking  in  hand  or  upholding  of 
quarrels  or  sides,  to  the  disturbance  or  hinderanoe  of 
common  right."  This  agreement  is  rather  in  fiirdier- 
ance  than  in  disturbance  of  right  If  this  agreement  be 
illegal,  it  must  be  equally  illegal  to  collect  debts  fixra 
commission  to  be  paid  according  to  the  amount 

Bussell.  It  is  not  contested  that  chases  in  action  are 
now,  in  many  instances,  assignable ;  but  an  agreemeDt 
like  the  present  is  not  on  that  account  the  less  iil^al  or 
the  less  mischievous.  If  it  should  be  holden  that  in 
some  instances  even  unliquidated  damages  are  assign- 
able, it  would  not  follow  that  they  might  be  assigned  to 
a  party  who  comes  forward  beforehand  to  support  the 
action  by  which  they  are  to  be  recovered.  To  uphold 
such  an  engagement  would  be  productive  of  the  worst 
consequences,  and  joint-stock  companies  might  be  formed 
to  sue  on  speculation,  and  support  claims  by  suboned 
testimony. 

Cur.  aicvit. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  The  question  upon  the  present  record 
is  this  •—  Whether  the  contract  stated  in  the  deed  upon 
which  the  action  is  brought,  is  a  legal  contract,  c^Mble 
of  being  enforced  by  a  court  of  law  ?  The  deed  reciteS) 
that  Stanley  had  given  the  Defendant  reason  to  bdieie 
that  certain  representations  made  to  him  were  fidse; 
and  that  Stanley  being  in  possession  of  evidence  to  ma- 
nifest the  same,  had  agreed  to  communicate  such  evidence 
to  the  Defendant  upon  receiving  firom  him  a  certain  som 

expended 
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expended  in  obtaining  the  same,  and  upon  having  an 

agreement  by  the  Defendant  to  pay  him  one-eighth  part 

of  the  dear  amount  of  such  sums  as  the  Defendant 

should  recover  through  the  means  of  Stanley.  The  deed, 

^heo,  contuns  a  covenant  by  the  Defendant  to  Stanley^ 

^  the  eflfect  of  the  agreement  above  recited. 

The  agreement,  therefore,  is,  in  effect,  a  bargain  by 

^  man  who  has  evidence  in  his  own  possession  respecting 

^  matter  in  dispute  between  third  persons,  and  who  at 

^t^e  same  time  professes  to  have  the  means  of  procuring 

^^ore  evidence,  to  purchase  from  one  of  the  contending 

I^^urties  at  the  price  of  the  evidence  which  he  so  pos- 

gfc^isacfl  or  can  procure,  an  eighth  part  or  share  of  the 

^am  of  money  which  shall  be  recovered  by  means  of  the 

production  of  that  very  evidence.     And  we  all  agree  in 

thinking  such  an  agreement  cannot  be  enforced  in  a 

^oort  of  law. 

The  offence  of  champerty  is  defined  in  the  old  books 
to  be^  the  unlawful  maintenance  of  a  suit,  in  consider- 
ation of  some  bargain   to  have  part  of  the  thing  in 
dispute,  or  some  profit  out  of  it.    That  this  was  consi- 
dered in  earlier  times,  and  in  all  countries,  an  offence 
pregnant  with  great  mischief  to  the  public,  is  evident 
from  the  provisions  made  by  our  own  law  in  the  statutes 
Westminster  first  and  second,  and  from  the  language  of 
the  civil  law,  which  was  afterwards  received  as  the  law 
over  the  greater  part  of  the  continent  {a)     The  object 
of  the  law  was  not  so  much  to  prevent  the  purchase  or 
asugnment  of  a  matter  then  in  litigation,  as  the  pur- 
chase or  assignment  of  a  matter  in  litigation  for  the 
purpose  of  maintaining  the  action,  as  is  evident  from 
^  Xiord  Cokeys  reading  on  stat  Westm.  2.  c.  49.  (&),  where 
lie  remarks,  **  True  it  is,  that  if  any  other  person^  (i.  e. 
than  the  Chancellor,  treasurer,  and  other  persons  men- 
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tioned  in  tb^  act,)  purchase  bondjlde  depending  the 
suit,  he  is  not  in  danger  of  champerty ;  but  these  per* 
sons  here  prohibited  cannot  purchase  at  all;  neither 
for  champerty  or  otherwise  depending  the  plea; ''  ewi* 
dently  pointing  to  the  distinction,  that  the  oflSsnce  of 
champerty  consisted  in  purchasing  an  interest  in  the 
thing  in  dispute,  with  the  object  of  maintaining  and 
taking  part  in  the  litigation :  and  we  see  no  reason  t* 
doubt  that  the  offence  of  champerty,  in  this  restricted 
sense,  remains  the  same  as  heretofore*  Courts  of  equi^f 
have,  in  various  modem  cases  brought  before  them, 
held  the  offence  still  to  exist.  In  Stevens  v.  Bagwell  (a)f 
where  a  bill  was  filed  for  the  purpose,  amongst  other 
things,  of  declaring  an  agreement  void  which  had  been 
made  by.  a  seaman  for  the  sale  of  his  chance  of  prise* 
money  to  his  prize-agents,  who  were  to  carry  on  the 
suit,  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  (Sir  JT.  Grant)  says,  «  I 
expressed  at  the  hearing  my  opinion  that  the  agree- 
ment was  void  from  the  beginning,  as  amounting  ta 
that  species  of  maintenance  which  is  called  ehampertjff 
viz.  the  unlawful  maintenance  of  a  suit  in  consideratioa. 
of  a  bargain  for  a  part  of  the  thing,  or  some  profit  on^ 
ofit"(i) 

Now  in  the  present  case,  Stanley  does  purchase  aa 
interest  in  the  subject  matter  of  dispute,  not  in  tenna 
indeed,  but  in  substance  and  effect,  as  he  bargains  dis- 
tinctly for  a  share  of  the  sum  to  be  recovered*  He  dots 
not  indeed  stipulate  that  he  is  to  furnish  money  for  the 
carrying  on  the  suit,  or  that  he  i&  to  carry  it  on  himself; 
but  he  stipulates  that  ^<  he  should  and  would  use  and 
exert  his  utmost  influence  and  means  for  procuring  such 
evidence  as  should  be  reqm'site  to  substantiate  the  claims 
of  the  said  Defendant''    And  if  there  is  any  difference 


(a)  IS  Feu  139- 
{h)  See  alto  z8  F2ri- junr.  za6., 
and  the  opiaioa  of  the  Matter  of 
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betweea  this  contract  and  direct  cbamperty,  it  appears 

to  us  to  be  strongly  against  the  legality  of  this  contract; 

a%  besides  the  ordinary  objection,  that  a  stranger  to  the 

ooDtroYen^  has  acquired  an  interest  to  carry  on  the 

litigation  to  the  uttermost  extent,  by  every  influence  and 

t&eans  in  his  power,  the  bargain  to  furnish  and  to  procure 

eridence  for  the  consideration  of  a  money  payment  in 

proportion  to  the  effect  produced  by  such  evidence^  has . 

^  direct  and  manifest  tendency  to  pervert  the  course  of 

justice. 

We  therefore  think,  in  this  case,  there  ought  to  be 
Judgment  for  the  Defendant. 

Judgment  for  Defendant 
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Richard  Boyman  Boyman  v.  John  Matthew 

GUTCH. 


^HIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit^  brought  to  recover  z.  in  atsump^ 
the  sum  of  1 1  It  and  IQl  \5s.  Ud.  interest  thereon,  *'"*  *o  recover 
together  with  the  costs  for  examining  into  the  title  of  sited  upoa  a 
the  Defendant  to  certain  property  sold  by  auction  to  the  purchase,  upon 

pwmiff.  -fjs'S: 

fradant  hat  failed  to  make  a  proper  title^  this  Court  will  not  consider  whether  the  title 
it  of  a  doobcful  description,  such  as  a  court  of  equity  would  not  compel  an  unwilling 
porchaser  to  take^  but  simply  whether  the  Defendant  has  or  has  not  a  legal  title  to 
convey. 

ft.  S.  Pmf  who  had  a  life^interest  in  some  funded  property,  and  in  a  leasehold  house* 

with  reversion  to  her  son»  joined  with  her  son  in  assigning  the  property  to  the  De- 

/eodant  **  to  hold»  receive,  and  take  the  leasehold*  fundsy  and  otlier  premiiesy  to  the 

I>efendaiit  upon  trust  that  he  should  receive,  an  J  convert  the  same  into  money ;  and 

'br  tbat  i^urpose  should  at  his  own  discretion  se  1  the  leasehold*  and  the  reversionary 

interest  in  the  funds  ;  provided  that  he  should  not*  duriug  five  years  from  the  date  of 

the  deed*  put  in  force  the  trusts  declared  of  the  premises  in  such  manner  as  to 

f^ffprivc  S,  P,  of  her  life-interest  therein  during  that  period : "  Held*  that  at  the  end 

ttf  tba  five  years  the  Defiendant  had  power  to  sell  S.  P»*»  life-interest  in  the  funds. 

The 
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The  declaration  contained  two  specical  counts;  the 
first  of  which  stated,  in  substance,  that  Defendant,  by 
his  autioneers  and  agents  in  that  behalf  on  the  SOth  of 
Naoember  1827,  caused  to  be  put  up  and  exposed  to  sale 
by  public  auction,  the  life-interest  of  a  widow  lady  re- 
presented to  be  of  the  age  of  fifty-eight  years,  in  the 
sum  of  760/.  New  4  per  cents,  to  commence  on  the  SOth 
July  1828 ;  also  the  reversion  to  the  principal  sum  re- 
ceivable upon  the  demise  of  the  lady,  provided  any  of 
her  five  children  then  living  should  survive  her,  who 
then  were  of  the  respective  ages  of  between  thirty-three 
and  thirty-six,  thirty-one^  twenty-nine^  twenty-seveOy 
and  twenty-four;  upon  and  subject  to  the  following 
amongst  other  conditions,  that  is  to  say. 

Third  condition ;  that  the  purchaser  should  pay  down 
immediately  a  deposit  of  20/.  per  cent,  in  part  of  the 
purchase-money,  and  sign  an  agreement  to  pay  the  re- 
mainder on  or  before  the  21st  of  December  1827 ;  but  ii^ 
from  any  cause,  the  purchase  should  not  be  completed^ 
interest  should  be  paid  on  the  balance  of  the  purchase-* 
money  at  the  rate  of  5/.  per  cent,  up  to  the  time  of  com- 
pleting the  purchase :  that  the  purchaser  should  be 
entitled  to  all  advantages  from  the  hour  of  sale : 

Fourth  condition;  that  the  purchaser  should  have 
a  proper  assignment  of  the  property  at  his  or  her  own 
expense,  on  payment  of  the  remainder  of  the  purchase- 
money  agreeably  to  the  third  condition. 

And  the  Plainti£P  in  fact  said,  that,  on  such  exposure 
to  sale  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  the  SOth  of  Naoember 
1827,  the  Plaintiff  was  declared  to  be  and  became  the 
purchaser  of  the  said  life-interest  and  reversion^  upon 
and  subject  to  the  aforesaid  conditions,  for  a  certain 
sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  BSSL ;  and  then  and' 
there  paid  down  1 11/.  as  a  deposit  of  20/.  per  cent,  in 
part  of  the  said  purchase-money,  and  then  and  there 
signed  an  agreement  to  pay  the  remainder  of  the  pur- 
chase- 
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chase-money  on  or  before  the  21st  of  December  1827:        18S1. 
and  thereupon  afterwards,  to  wit,  on,  &c.  in  consideration 
that  the  Plaintiff^  at  the  special  instance  and  request  of 
the  Defendant,  had  then  and  there  undertaken  and  faith-       Gutch. 
Ailly  promised  the  Defendant  to  perform  and  fulfil  all 
tilings  in  the  said  conditions  of  sale  contained  on  the 
pi^rt  of  the  Plaintifi^  as  purchaser  as  aforesaid,  to  be 
P^ciformed  and  fulfilled,  the  Defendant  undertook  and 
^l^cn  and  there  faithfully  promised  the  Plaintiff  to  per- 
^^jrm  and  fulfil  all  things  in  the  said  conditions  men- 
tioned  on  the   part  of  the  Defendant,   as  vendor  as 
■^^G>resaid,    to   be  performed   and  fulfilled :    but   that, 
Ithough  the  Plainti£P  on  the  30th  of  November  1827) 
^d  from  thence  until  and  upon  the  21st  of  December 
827)  and  from  thence  hitherto,  had  been  always  ready 
willing  to  perform  and  fulfil  all  things  in  the  said 
^^onditions  mentioned  on  his  part  and  behalf  as  pur- 
^::haser  as  aforesaid,  to  be-  performed  and  fulfilled,  and 
^%o  pay   the  remainder  of  the   said    purchase-money, 
9nd  the  expense  of  a  proper  assignment  of  the  said 
life-interest  and   reversion,  and  to  complete  the  said 
purchase,  whereof  the  Defendant,  on,  &c  had  notice, 
and  was  then  and  there  requested  by  the  Plaintiff  to 
make  him  a  proper  assignment  of  the  said  life-interest 
•nd  reversion,  and  to  perform  the  said  conditions,  and 
iis,   the  Defendant's,  promise  on  his  part,  neverthe- 
less   the   Defendant,   not   regarding   bis   promise   and 
Undertaking,  nor  the  said  conditions  of  sale,  then  and 
Uiere  craftily  and  subtilly  deceived  the  Plaintiff  in  this, 
^  wit,  that,  at  the  time  of  the  exposure  to  sale,  and 
*i"oin  thence  until  and  upon  the  21st  December  1827, 
^nd  from  thence  hitherto,  the  Defendant  had  not  a  good 
^ight  or  title  to  sell  or  assign,  or  cause  to  be  assigned  to 
^^e  Defendant  the  life-interest  and  reversion,  in  pur- 
suance of  the  conditions  of  sale,  and  did  not,  nor  would 
the  time  for  completing  the  said  purchase,  or  at  any 
Vol.  VII.  C  c  time 
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1881.  time  before  or  since  shew  or  make,  or  procure  to  be 
made  to  the  Plaintiff  a  proper  title  to  the  said  life- 
interest  and  reversion,  or  make  or  procure  to  be  made 
such  proper  assignment  as  aforesaid,  or  shew  a  tide 
enabling  him  to  do  so  according  to  the  said  conditions, 
but  wholly  neglected  and  refused,  &c. ;  by  reason  whereof 
the  Plaintiff  had  been  and  was  deprived  of  all  benefits 
and  advantages  which  would  have  arisen  from  the  com- 
pletion of  the  said  purchase ;  and  had  been  put  to  great 
expenses,  amounting  in  the  whole  to  a  large  sum  of 
money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  100/.,  in  endeavouring  to 
procure  such  title  and  assignment  as  aforesaid,  and  to 
get  the  said  purchase  completed ;  and  had  lost  aU  gains 
and  profits  which  he  might  and  would  otherwise  have 
made  and  acquired  from  using  and  employing  the  said 
sums  of  money  so  paid  by  him  as  a  deposit  as  aforesaid, 
and  other  monies  provided  and  kept  by  him  the  said 
Plaintiff  for  the  completion  of  the  said  purchase. 

The  second  special  count  stated  in  substance  the  put- 
ting up  and  exposure  to  sale  of  the  said  life  interest 
and  reversion,  as  in  the  first  count  mentioned;  the 
Plaintiff's  having  become  the  purchaser  thereof^  under 
and  subject  to  the  said  conditions;  having  paid  the 
said  sum  of  1 11/.  as  a  deposit ;  having  signed  the  agree- 
ment in  the  first  count  mentioned,  according  to  the  said 
conditions ;  and  that  the  said  purchase  not  being  com- 
pleted, theretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  2d  February  1828,  it 
was  mutually  agreed  by  and  between  the  Defendant  and 
the  Plaintiff,  that  the  sale  of  the  said  life  interest,  and 
reversion,  should  be  delayed  until  the  month  of  Jvly  then 
next,  on  the  terms  that  the  Plaintiff  should  then  pay 
the  principal  and  interest  on  the  balance  of  the  said  pur- 
chase-money ;  that  the  said  deposit  should  be  invested 
in  an  exchequer  bill,  to  remain  in  the  hands  of  the 
auctioneers ;  and  that  the  said  sale  should  be  considered 
and  treated  as  a  new  one  at  the  time  of  completion  i 

tb 
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tile  month  of  July:  and  thereupon,  mutual  promises  in        1831. 
<son(brmity  therewith,  and  breach  by  the  Defendant. 

The  declaration   also   contained  the  usual   common 
oounts,  and  the  general  issue  was  pleaded. 

At  the  trial  of  the  cause  before  Tindal  C.  J.,  London 

sittings  after  Trinity  term  last,  a  verdict  was  found 

Ar  the  Plaintiff  for  the  sums  claimed,  amounting  to 

^411.  IBs.  IXd.^  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  upon 

"^e  following  case :  — 

On  the  SOth  of  November  1827,  the  Defendant  put 
mp  to  sale  by  public  auction  the  life  interest  of  a  widow 
ladyt   Mrs.  Sarak  Anne  Phippen^  in  the  sum  of  760/. 
new  4  per  cent.  Bank  Annuities,  to  commence  on  the 
^30th  of  July  1828;  and  also  the  reversion  to  the  prin- 
eipttl  sum  receivable  upon  her  demise,  provided  any 
of  her  five  children,  then  living,  should  survive  her, 
subject  to  certain  conditions  of  sale,   amongst  which 
were  the  following :  —  That  the  person  who  should  be- 
come purchaser  should  immediately  pay  a  deposit  of 
20/.  per  cent  in  part  of  tlie  purchase-money,  and  sign 
an  agreement  to  pay  the  remainder  on  or  before  the 
21st  of  December  1827  ;  but  that  if,  from  any  cause,  the 
purchase  should  not  then  be  completed,  interest  should 
be  paid  upon  the  balance  of  the  purchase-money  at  5  per 
cent,  up  to  the  time  of  completing  the  purchase,  and, 
that  the  purchaser  should  be  entitled  to  all  advantages 
from  the  hour  of  sale;  and,  also,  that  the  purchaser 
should  have  a  proper  assignment  of  the  property  at  his 
Own  expense,  on  payment  of  the  remainder  of  the  pur- 
tdiaiie-inoney. 

At  the  sale  the  Plaintiff  became  the  purchaser  of  that. 
t^roperty  at  the  sum  of  555L^  and  paid  immediately  into 
tlie  hands  of  the  Defendant's  agents,  the  auctioneers, 
%lie  sum  of  111/.,  being  the  proper  deposit  of  20/.  per 
csent.  upon  the  purchase-money,  and  for  the  recovery  of 
which,  with  the  interest,  this  action  was  brought. 

C  c  2  An 
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1891.  An  agreement  was  also  then  entered  into  on  the  part 

BoYMAN      ^^  ^^^  Plaintiff,  for  the  payment  of  the  remitinder  of  the 
V.  purchase^money  pursuant  to  the  condiUon  of  sale  above 

^"^^'      mentioned. 

The  Defendant,  on  the  Idth  of  December  1827t  fur- 
nished to  the  Plaintiff's  attornies  an  abstract  of  tide  to 
the  said  lifehold  interest  and  reversion,  in  which  was 
a  copy  of  the  deed  hereinafter  set  out,  and  from  ^faich 
the  title  of  the  Defendant  to  sell  the  said  life  interest, 
and  also  the  said  reversionary  interest,  was  alooe 
derived. 

By  that  deed,  made  the  29th  of  July  182S,  between 
James  Phippen  of  the  city  of  Bristol^  merchant,  Sofok 
Anne  Phippen  of  the  same  city,  widow,  John  Phippen 
of  PimlicOf  in  the  county  of  Middlesex^  accountant, 
and  Elizabeth  Phippen,  Mary  Phippen,  and  Hannah 
Phippen,  all  of  the  said  city  of  Bristol,  spinsters,  of 
the  one  part,  and  John  Matthew  Gutch  of  the  city 
of  Bristol,  of  the  other  part,  [after  reciting  that  WUr 
Ham  phippen,  late  of  Bristol,  accountant,  deceased, 
duly  made  and  published  his  will,  bearing  date  the  21st 
of  August  1818,  and  thereby  gave  and  devised  unto  bis 
friends  Joel  Morcom  and  William  Knight,  of  the  city 
of  Bristol,  all  that  messuage  and  dwelling-bouse  and 
outhouses  at  Butcombe,  with  the  sevoral  pieces  and 
parcels  of  ground  thereto  belonging  and  appertaining, 
and  also  all  those  closes  called  Church  Closes,  upon 
trust,  to  sell,  dispose  of,  and  convey  the  same^  either 
together  or  by  parcels,  as  to  them  or  him  shonM 
seem  best,  the  proceeds  to  be  placed  out  at  interest 
on  good  and  sufficient  security,  either  government  or 
otherwise,  for  the  benefit  of  his  said  wife  during  b^ 
natural  life,  and  at  her  decease  to  call  in  and  divide  the 
same  equally  between  all  his  children  then  living;  that 
the.  testator  then  gave  to  his  wife  his  leasehold  dwellinj^ 
house  wherein  he  resided,  together  with  all  the  furniture 

therein 
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therein  for  and  during  her  natural  life,  and  after  her       1831. 
decease  to  her  three  daughters,  Elizabeth^  Maryy  and 
Hannahj  for  the  joint  benefit  of  two  only,  if  one  should 
marry,  and  the  same  for  one  if  two  should  marry,  unless 
the  last  remaining  unmarried  daughter  should  give  con- 
sult in  writing  to  the  trustees  therein  named,  (to  whom 
lie  gave  and  devised  the  same  in  trust,)  for  the  purpose 
of  the  whole  being  disposed  of  and  equally  divided  be- 
tween  all  his  children  then  living;    that  the  testator 
departed  this  life  without  revoking  his  said  will,  which  in 
the  month  of  March  1820  was  duly  proved  by  the  said 
Jod  Morcom  and  WiUiam  Knight^  the  executors  therein 
named,  in  the  episcopal  court  of  Bristol ;  that  the  here- 
ditaments at  Butcombe^  mentioned  in  the  testator's  will, 
having  been  sold,  the  net  proceeds  were   invested  in 
government  securities,  and  now  consisted  of  the  sum  of 
760/.,  or  some  other  sum  new  4  per  cent.  Bank  An- 
nuities ;  that  the  said  James  Phippen  was  indebted  to  the 
said  J(An  Matthew  Gutch  in  the  sum  of  185/.  for  money 
lent,  advanced,  and  paid  on  his  account;  that  the  said 
John  Matthew  Gutch  had  also  become  a  security  for  the 
said  James  Phippen^  guaranteeing  the  due  payment  by 
him  to  Messrs.  Bicketts  and  Co.,  bankers,  Bristol^  of  the 
further  sum  of  300/.,  which  amount  the  said  John  Mat" 
them  Gutch  had  been  called  on  to  discharge;  and  that 
the  said  James  Phippen  being  unable  to  make  good  and 
provide  for  the  aforesaid  debts  and  demands,  the  said 
Sarah  Anne  Phippen^  John  Phippen^  Elizabeth  Phippen^ 
Mary  Phippen^  and  Hannah  Phippen  had  agreed  to  join 
with  him  in  making  such  security  to  the  said  John  Mat-^ 
Mhea>  Gutch  as  was  hereinafter  contained] ;  it  was  wit- 
nessed that,  for  the  considerations  aforesaid,  and  also  in 
consideration  of  the  sum  of  105.  to  each  of  them  paid  by 
the  said  John  Matthew  GutcK  they  the  said  James  Phip^ 
jieii,    Sarah   Anne  Phippen^    John  Phippen^   Elizabeth 
Phippen^   Maty  Phippen^   and   Hannah  Phippen  bar* 

C  c  8  gained, 
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gained,  sold,  assigned,  transferred,  and  set  over,  uoto 
the  said  John  Matthew  GuUh^  his  executors,  adminis- 
trators, and  assigns,  all   that  the  said  sum  of  760L, 
or  other  the  sum  whatsoever  in  the  4  per  cent.  Bank 
Annuities  produced  by  the  sale  of  the  said  bereditar 
ments  at  Buicombe  as  aforesaid,  and  the  dividends  and 
annual  produce  of  the  same;  and  also  all  that  the  said 
leasehold  dwelling-house  mentioned  in  the  will  of  the  said 
testator,  situate  and  being  in  the  city  of  6rts/o/,  with  the 
appurtenances  thereto  belonging,  then  in  the  occupation 
of  the  said  Sarah  Anne  Phippen;  and  all  the  renenF- 
able  and  other  estate^  term  and  terms  of  years,  and  all 
the  right,  title,  and  interest,  legal  and  equitable,  vested 
and  contingent,  in  possession,  reversion,  remainder,  or 
expectancy  of  them  the  said  James  Phippen^  Sarah  Awne 
Phippen^  John  Phippen^  Elizabeth  Phippen^  Mary  Phip^ 
pen,  and  Hannah  Phippen^  in  and  to  the  same  premises, 
with  full  power,  as  their  and  each  of  their  attorney  and 
attornies,  to  demand,  sue  for,  and  recover  the  same,  and 
every  part  thereof;  to  have,  hold,  receive,  and  take  ^ 
said  leasehold  hereditaments,  monies,  funds,  secoritiefl^ 
and  other  premises  thereinbefore  assigned  or  intended  so 
to  be,  unto  the  said  John  Matthew  Gutchj  his  executory 
administrators,  and  assigns,  upon  the  trusts  tliereinafter 
contained,  that  is  to  say,  upon  trust  that  the  said  Join 
Matthew  Gutch  should  receive  and  convert  the  same  into 
money,  and  for  that  purpose  should  at  his  discretion,  and 
without  further  authority,  sell  and  dispose  of  the  said 
leasehold  dwellitig-'house,   and  of  any  reversionary  and 
contingent  interest  in  the  said  stocks^  funds,  and  secuiv 
ties,  either  by  public  or  private  sale,  and  should  convey 
the  same  to  a  purchaser:   and  it  was   declared,   that 
John  Matt/iew  Gutch  should  stand  possessed  of  all  monies 
which  should  come  to  his  hands  by  virtue  of  those  pre« 
sents,  upon  the  trusts  following;  that  is  to  say,  upon 
trust,  in  the  first  place,  to  reimburse  himself  all  costac* 

an 
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and  chaif^es  which  he  should  mcur  in  and  about  the       .18S1. 
execution  of  the  trusts  thereby  created ;  and,  in  the  next 
place,  upon  trust,  that  the  said  John  Matthew  Gutch^ 
his   executors,   or  administrators    should    thereout   or 
otherwise  be  paid  and  satisfied  the  said  sum  of  185 A 
with  interest  at  5  per  cent.,  to  be  calculated  thereon 
from  the  date  thereof,  and  also  all  such  part  of  the  said 
snm  of  800/.  guaranteed  to  the  said  Messrs.  Bicketts  and 
Co.  as  the  said  John  Matthew  Gutch,  his  executors,  or  ad* 
ministrators  should  be  called  on  to  pay,  and  should  pay, 
with  like  interest  on  such  payment ;  and  subject  to  the 
aaid  trusts,  that  the  said  John  Matthew  Gutch,  his  execu- 
tors, administrators,  and  assigns  should  stand  possessed  of 
the  said  premises  in  trust  for  the  said  James  Phippen^ 
Sarah  Anne  Phippen^  John  Phippen,  Elizabeth  Phippeti^ 
Maty  Phippen^  and  Hannah  Phippen,  their  executors  and 
administrators  res))ectively,  according  to  their  respective 
rights  and  interests  therein.     And  the  said  James  Phip* 
pen^  Sarah  Anne  Phippen^  John  Phippen^  Elizabeth  Phip^ 
penj  Mary  Phippen,  and  Hannah  Phippen  did  for  them- 
selves, their  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  and  each 
of  them  did  for  himself  and  herself,  his  and  her  heirs,  exe* 
ctitors,  and  administrators,  covenant  and  agree  with  the 
laid  John  Matthew  Gutch^  his  executors,  administrators, 
and    assigns,  that  they  the  said  James  Phippen^  Sarah 
^dinne  Phippen^  John  Phippen^  Elizabeth  Phippen^  Mary 
Phippen,  and  Hannah  Phippen^  or  one  of  them,  should 
9knd  would  forthwith  pay  to  the  said  John  Matthew  Gutch 
tlie  said  sum  of  185/.,  and  also  all  such  part  of  the  said 
%um  of  300/.  as  the  said  John  Matthew  Gutchy  his  exe- 
^mtors  or  administrators  should  be  called  on  to  pay,  and 
should  pay,  with  interest  on  the  sam6  several  sums  after 
the  rate  aforesaid,  and  that,  without  any  deduction  or 
abatement  whatsoever.    Covenant  for  further  assurance, 
and  that  Gutch's  receipts  should  be  &  discharge  to  pur- 
chasers.     Provided  always,  and  it  was  thereby  lastly 

C  c  4  declareC^ 
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declared,  that  the  said  John  Matthew  Gutch^  his  execu- 
tors, administrators,  and  assigns  should  not,  during 
the  term  of  Jive  years  from  the  date  of  those  presents, 
exercise  or  put  in  force  the  trusts  declared  of  the  pre- 
mises thereinbefore  assigned  to  him,  in  such  a  manner 
as  to  deprive  the  said  Sarah  Anne  Phippen  of  her  life 
interest  therein  during  the  said  period. 

Some  objections  having  been  raised  to  the  Defendant's 
power  to  sell  the  property,  it  was  agreed  that  the  com* 
pletion  of  the  purchase  should  be  delayed  till  July  1828, 
the  deposit  being  invested  in  exchequer  bills,  and  the 
purchaser  paying  interest  on  the  balance  of  the  puN 
chase-money.     The  deposit  was  accordingly  investet^ 
and  the  title  of  the  Defendant  to  sell  continued  to  be 
discussed  by  the  Plaintiff's  and  the  Defendant's  soli- 
citors, and  further  opinions  were  taken  and  mutnaDy 
communicated.     An  assignment  or  conveyance  had  not 
yet  been  made  of  the  property  sold  by  the  Defendant} 
but  the  Defendant  had  always  been  ready  and  willing  to 
make  and  execute  an  assignment  to  the  Plaintiff  of  the 
life-interest  and  reversion  in  pursuance  of  the  particulars 
and  conditions  of  sale,  and  in  conformity  with  the  stipu- 
lations for  delaying  the  completion  of  the  purchase  till 
Jtdy  1828,  as  far  as  the.powers  contained  in  the  deed 
enabled  him  so  to  da 

The  Plaintiff  contended,  among  other  things,  that  by 
the  deed  above  set  out,  the  Defendant  had  no  title  to  or 
power  to  sell  the  life-interest  of  Mrs.  S.  A.  Phippen  in 
the  sum  of  760/.  new  4  per  cents.,  and  could  not  conny 
the  same  to  the  Plaintiff;  and  the  Defendant  contended 
that  the  deed  gave  him  the  power  to  sell,  and  also  to 
convey  such  life-interest  to  the  purchaser. 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  Plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  recover,  the  verdict  was  either  to  stand 
for  the  sum  of  141/.  155.  \\d,^  or  to  be  reduced  totbe 
sum  of  121/.  155.  llc^.,  as  the  Court  should  direct;  but 

if 
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if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  Plaintiff  was        18S1. 
not  entitled  to  recover,  a  verdict  was  to  be  entered  for 
tbe  Defendant. 

Several  points  were  discussed  in  the  argument  of  the 
case,  but  the  decision  turning  solely  on  the  Defendant's 
power  to  sell  Sarah  Anne  Phtppen*s  interest  in  the 
funded  property,  the  report  is  confined  to  that 

f¥ilde  Serjt.  for  the  Plaintiff.     The  deed  does  not 
authorize  the  Defendant  to  sell  Sarah  Anne  Phtppen's  life- 
interest  in  the  funded  property.     The  mother  and  her 
^ildren  join  in  assigning  to  the  Defendant  the  sum  in 
tiie  funds,  and  the  dividends  and  annual  produce  of  the 
same,  and  also  the  leasehold  dwelling-house ;  to  hold, 
ireceive^  and  take,  the  leasehold  hereditaments,  monies, 
lunds,  securities,  and  other  premises  to  the  Defend- 
ant, upon  trust  that  he  should  receive  and  convert  the 
same  into  money;    and  for  that  purpose,  at  his  dis- 
cretion,  and   without    further    authority   to    sell    and 
dispose   of  the    leasehold   dwelling-house^   and    of  the 
reversionary  and  contingent  interest  in  the  stocks^  funds, 
and   money.     The  explanation   and   limitation  of  the 
expression,  to  receive  and  convert  the  same  into  money, 
is  afforded  by  the  sentence  which  follows,  from  which  it 
appears  that  the  words  must  be  taken  reddendo  singula 
singulis  ;  that  is  the  dividends  are  to  be  received  during 
the  life  of  S.  A,  Phippen,  and  the  leasehold  premises  and 
Reversionary  interest  in  the  stocks  to  be  converted  into 
DDoney.     Such  being  the  express   directions,   a   more 
general  authority  cannot  be  implied,  for  powers  of  this 
kind  are  construed  strictly. 

At  all  events,  it  is  doubtful  whether  the  more  exten- 
sive authority  can  be  implied  in  the  face  of  such  an 
express  limitation  ;  and  if  so,  the  Court  will  not  compel 
a  purchaser  to  take  a  questionable  title,  and  incur  the 
liazard  of  purchasing  a  law-suit.     In  Curling  v.  Shuttle- 

worthy 
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1881.  worth  {a)f  where  it  was  questionable  whether  the  power 
existed  under  which  the  vendor  assumed  to  sell,  jHIh- 
dal  C.  J.  said,  ^^  Supposing  the  power  to  have  been 
only  suspended,  there  may  be  a  candid  doubt  how  fiur 
that  suspension  may  be  considered  to  operate  in  a  court 
of  equity,  and  if  there  be  a  reasonable  degree  of  doubt, 
this  Court  will  not  expect  the  purchaser  to  proceed.** 
And  Burrough  J.  said,  ^^  If  there  be  reasonable  doubt 
as  to  a  tide,  we  cannot  compel  a  purchaser  to  take  it.*' 
[^Alderson  J.  That  case  has  been  questioned  in  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench.]  The  same  principle  has  been 
acted  on  in  EUioU  v.  Edwards  {b)^  Wild  y.  Fon{c\ 
Blosse  V.  Clanmorris  (d),  and  other  cases. 

Russell  Seijt.  contra.  The  whole  argument  on  the 
other  side  rests  on  the  ambiguity  occasioned  by  the 
use  of  the  word  reversionary.  But  the  word  (perhaps 
inartificially  used)  still  may  be  applied  for  the  purpose 
of  giving  effect  to  the  manifest  intention  of  the  whole 
deed ;  cither,  first,  by  considering  the  interest  after  the 
Jive  years  to  have  been  treated  by  the  person  who  framed 
the  deed  as  a  reversionary  interest ;  and  contingent  also^ 
for  the  life  might  have  determined  in  the  interval;  or, 
secondly,  if  the  word  reversionary  must  be  taken  only 
as  *  applicable  to  interests  of  the  children,  tliea  the 
whole  clause  may  be  considered  as  intended  to  direct 
an  immediate  sale,  and  as  if  the  word  Jorthwith  had 
been  used ;  leaving  the  selling  the  life-interest  of  the 
mother  at  a  future  time,  and  after  the  five  years,  to 
the  general  words  receive^  and  convert  into  money.  Even 
if  the  words  reversionary  and  contingent  raise  an  am- 
biguity, this  should  not  control  the  clear  meaning  and 
intention  of  the  deed.  All  the  property  is  assigned  ^j 
together,  and  without  distinction :  the  object  is  to  pay^v 

(a)  6  Bingb,  134.  (b)  3  B.  ^  P.  181. 

(c)  4  Taumt*  334.  (d)  3  BUglfy  6%. 

debt^:/' 
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debts.     The  mother  joIds  with  the  others  in  the  cove*        1881. 
lumt  to  pay  the  money,  which  liability  is  scarcely  recon- 
cilable with  the  slow  progress  of  payment  by  receipt  of 
dividends  after  five  years.     And  how  is  the  Defendant 
to  convert  all  the  premises  into  money  except  by  sale  ? 

The  proviso,   beyond   all   question,   contemplates  a 
nle;    and   the  contribution   by  the  mother  would  be 
unequal,  if  only  the  dividends  of  her  stock,  after  five 
years,  were  to  be  taken,  and  the  interests  of  the  others 
aliould   be  entirely  sold.     Being  all   sureties   (except 
nXames  Phippen\  they  ought  to  contribute  in  proportion 
to  their  respective  interests;   and  if  the  life-estate  be 
Hot  sold,  the  greater  part  of  the  burthen  would  fall. 
'OpoD  the  reversionary  interests.     No  reasonable  doubt, 
tiierefore,   can  be  raised   on  the  title  ofiered   by  the 
Defendant;  and  the  question  is  not,  whether  doubt  can 
oe  raised,  but  whether  the  Defendant  offers  a  market- 
able title.     In  Romilltf  v.  James  (a)  GWbs  C.  J.  says, 
^^  It  is  said  that  the  Plaintiff  will  have  made  out  hb 
daim  to  recover  back  his  deposit  if  a  cloud  is   cast 
OD  the  title.      That  is  not  so  in  a  court  of  law;   he 
most  stand  by  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  as  they  find 
the  title  to  be,  whether  good  or  bad ;  and  if  it  be  good 
in  the  judgment  of  a  court  of  law,  he  cannot  reco- 
ver back  his  deposit.     If  he  had  gone  into  a  court  of 
^aity,  it  might  have  been  otherwise :  I  know  a  court 
of  equity  often  says,  this  is  a  title  which,  though  we 
think  it  available,  is  not  one  which  we  will  compel  an 
Unwilling  purchaser  to  take ;  but  that  distinction  is  not 
^nown  in  a  court  of  law." 

Wilde*  According  to  the  more  recent  authorities  (6), 
<U>  court  will  compel  a  purchaser  to  take  a  tide  if  it  be 
open  to  a  fair  doubt.     As  to  the  deed's  having  been 

{a)  6  Tami.  174*  (^)  Collected  in  Sugd.  K  Cff  P.  314. 

executed 
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executed  with  a  view  to  the  discharge  of  the  son's  debts, 
the  remainder  of  the  premises  might  have  been  suffi- 
cient, without  the  sacrifice  of  the  mother's  life-interest 
in  her  stock. 

Cur.  adxk  vulL 


TiNDAL  C.  J.     This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit,  in 
which  the  Plaintiff  has  assigned,  as  the  breach  of  contract 
by  the  Defendant,  that  at  the  time  of  the  exposure  of  the 
property  in  question  to  sale,  tlie  Defendant  had  not  a 
good  right  or  title  to  sell  or  assign  to  the  Plaintiff,  the 
life  interest,  and  reversion  therein  mentioned,  in  pur* 
suance  of  the  conditions  of  sale,  and  did  not  make  out 
a  proper  title  to  die  same.     The  title  of  the  PlunUff  to 
this  property  depends  upon  the  construction  of  the  trust 
deed  of  the  29th  of  July  1828,  and  we  are  ther^m 
called  upon  to  say,  what  the  construction  of  that  deed 
is ;  whether  it  does  authorize  the  Plaintiff  to  put  up  to 
sale,  and  to  sell  the  property  in  question,  or  not.     We 
are  not  to  consider  ourselves  as  a  court  of  equity,  where 
the  seller  is  seeking  to  enforce  the  purchase  by  bill  for 
a  specific  performance;  in  which  case  that  Court  fre- 
quently refuses  the  aid  of  its  authority  to  enforce  a 
performance,  where  the  title  is  of  an  unmarketable  or 
even  doubtful  description;  leaving  the  party  to  his  action 
at  law  for  damages ;  but  we  are  called  upon  to  answer 
the  simple  question  on  this  record,  whether  on  the  con- 
struction of  a  deed,  the  Defendant  has  or  has  not  a  legal 
title  to  convey  to  a  purchaser ;  and  although  the  deed 
appears  to  be  inartificially  framed,  we  think,  upon  the 
proper  construction  of  it,  the  Defendant  has,  and  at 
time  of  the  exposure  to  sale,  had,  good  right  and  tide 
to  sell  and  assign  to  the  Piaintifl^  and  consequently  thai 
the  present  action,  grounded  on  that  breach  of  com 
cannot  be  maintained. 

It  appears  by  the  recital  in  the  deed,  that  Sarah  Jnm^ 

Phipp^ff 
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Pkippen  bad  a  life   interest  |;n  a  certain  sum  in  the 

funds,  and  also  in  a  leasehold  dwelling-house,  and  the 

fbmiture  thereof,  with  a  contingent  reversionary  interest 

therein  to  such  of  her  children  as  should  be  living  at 

the  time  of  her  decease,  and  that  James  Phippen,  one  of 

the  children,  having  become  indebted  to  the  Defendant, 

the  said  Sarah  Anne  Phippen,  and  all  her  children,  had 

agreed  to  join  in  the  assignment  to  the  Defendant,  as  a 

security  for  the  debt  of  the  son.     The  mother  and  the 

cbildren  then  join  in  assigning  to  the  Defendant  all  the 

Sftid  sum  in  the  funds,  and  the  dividends  and  annual 

produce  of  the  same,  and  also  the  leasehold  dwelling- 

liouse,  and  all  their  renewable  intierest  therein,  ^^  To 

liold,  receive,  and   take   the   leasehold   hereditaments, 

nonies,  funds,  securities,  and  other  premises,  to  the 

aaid  Defendant,  upon  trust  that   the   said   Defendant 

should  receive  and  convert  the  same  into  money." 

Now  if  the  deed  had  stopped  at  this  place,  little  doubt 
could  have  been  raised,  but  that  the  intention  of  the 
parties  was,  that  the  Defendant  should  convert  all  the 
premises^  that  is,  the  funded  property  amongst  the  rest, 
iato  money;   which  could   be   effected  only  by  a  sale 
thereof*     But  it  is  contended  that  the  direction  which 
follows  restrains  this  general  authority  to  sell  from  ap- 
plying  to   the   funded  property;   for  the  deed  states, 
^  And  for  this  purpose  the  said  Defendant  shall  at  his 
discretion,  and  without  further  authority,  sell  and  dispose 
of  the  said  leasehold  dwelling-house^  and  of  any  rever- 
aioiiary   and   contingent  interests   in  the   said   stocks, 
ilinds,  and  securities."     And  it  is  contended  tliat  the 
ttianifest  implication  of  this  clause  is,  that  the  Defendant 
^as   not  to  dispose  of  the  funded  property  during  the 
^fife's  life,  at  his  own  discretion,  and  without  further 
authority.     But  the  answer  appears  to  be,  that  however 
this  might  have  been,  if  the  last  clause  had  stood  alone, 
yet  the  proviso  at  the  end  of  the  deed  supplies  the 
.  directioa  as  to  the  wife's  interest  for  her  life  ^  for  it  is 

thereby 
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1881.        thereby  provided   that   the  said  Defendant  shall  not, 
during  the  term  of  Jvoe  years  from  the  date  of  the  inden* 
ture,  exercise  or  put  in  force  the  trusts  declared  of  the 
premises,  in  such  manner  as  to  deprive  the  said  Searak 
Anne  Phippen  of  her  life  interest  therein,  during  the  said 
period;  implying,  that  afler  the  expiration  of  the  term  of 
five  years  the  Defendant  might  put  the  trusls  in  ezecntin. 
The  interpretation  of  the  claiises,  taken  togetber,  appears^ 
therefore,  to  be,  that  the  Defendant  was  not  to  dispose  of 
the  wife's  interest  until  after  the  expiration  of  the  term 
of  five  years,  unless  further  directions  were  given  witiiiA 
that  period.     But  here  the  sale  took  place  after  the  ez« 
piration  of  the  five  years.     The  sale  by  anctioo  iqppett% 
therefore,  to  have  been  a  legal  act     And  this  is  fartlier 
confirmed  by  the  express  declaration  of  the  trusts  as  to 
the  monies  raised  by  sale  of  the  premises.     For  the 
deed  states,  that  the  Defendant  shall  stand  possessed  of 
the  monies  which  come  to  his  hands  by  virtue  of  the 
said  indenture,  in  trust  for  the  said  Sarah  Anne  Pi^ 
peny  and  the  said  several  children,  their  executors  and 
administrators,  according  to  tlieir  respective  rights  aod 
interests  therein.     Now  it  never  could  be  intended  that 
the  Defendant  should  be  interested  in  these  monies  to 
be  raised  by  the  sale  of  the  wife's  estate,  without  baviog 
a  power  of  sale  thereof. 

It  therefore  appears  to  us  that  the  Defendant  bad,  at 
the  time  this  life-interest  was  exposed  to  sale,  the  right 
to  put  the  same  up  to  sale,  and  to  sell  the  same.  Wh^ 
ther  a  court  of  equity  would  compel  a  purchaser  to 
accept  such  a  title,  is  a  question  which  we  are  not  called 
upon  to  determine.  All  that  we  profess  to  determine  iSf 
the  legal  construction  of  the  deed,  which  appears  to  as 
to  negative  the  allegation  above  set  forth  in  the  de- 
claration. We  therefore  think  there  was  no  defect  of 
title  in  the  Defendant,  and,  consequently,  that  the  jodg- 
ment  must  be  for  the  Defendant. 

Judgment  for  Defendant 


> 
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WoRRALL  V.  James  Jones,  William  Baker,       jaH.su 

and  Edward  Jones. 

T^EBT  on  bond,  conditioned  for  the  payment  of  rent  A  party  to  the 

by  Edward  Jonesy  as  tenant  to  the  plaintiff,  pursu-  '^      "  * 
''  I  '  I  competent 

cuit  to  an  agreement  made  in  January  1806.  witness,  pio- 

The  two  Jone^s  suffered  judgment  by  default,  and  ^^  **•  ^ 
-*»  .111,,  1        ,  diiinttrtfftedt 

.Maker  pleaded,  that  the  tenancy  under  the  agreement 

teased  in  March  1816,  up  to  which  time  all  rent  had 

been  paid.     The  issue  to  be  tried  was,  whether  the 

tenancy  under  the  agreement  had  ceased. 

At  the  trial  before  Bosanquet  J.,  London  sittings  after 

Easter  term  last,  the  Plaintiff  called  Edward  Jones^  one 

of  the  Defendants,  as  a  witness,  to  prove'  that  his  tenancy 

under  the  agreement  of  1806  continued  to  1829. 

His  testimony  was  objected  to,  on  the  ground  that  he 

was  a  party  to  the  record,  but  Bosanquet  J.  received  it, 

subject  to  a  motion  to  this  court  as  to  its  admissibility, 

and  the  Plaintiff  recovered  a  verdict. 

Merewether  Serjt  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial, 
on  the  ground  that  tlie  witness  had  been  improperly 
iieceived.     He  relied  on  Chapman  v.  Graves  {a\  where 
Ce  JBlanc  J.  said,  "  The  general  rule  is,  that  a  party  to 
the  record  is  not  admissible  as  a  witness.     In  the  case 
of  Ward  V.  Heydon^  the  defendant  was  called  to  excul- 
l^te  the  other  defendant ;  here  it  is  proposed  to  call  a 
Qo-defendant  to  inculpate  the  others ;  the  cases,  there- 
fore, are  distinguishable."     And  he  was  not  disposed  to 
extend  the  innovation  on  the  rule.     In  Emmet  v.  Brad" 
ley  (6),  three  of  five  defendants  pleaded  bankruptcy,  and 

{a)  %  Campb.  33 j.  n.  (3)  i  B.  M.  $$%,    7  Taunt.  599 
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the  evidence  having  established  their  plea,  it  was  pro- 
posed to  enter  a  verdict  for  them  forthwith,  and  to  call 
them  as  witnesses,  to  shew  that  the  other  two  were  not 
joint  contractors ;  but  the  evidence  was  rejected.     And 
in  Mant  v.  Mainwaring  (a),  a  co-defendant,  who  had 
suffered  judgment  by  default,  was  not  allowed  to  be^ 
called  as  a  witness  to  shew  that  the  other  defendant^^ 
were   his   partners.      Bwrough  J.  said,  '^  The  gener^ 
rule  is,  that  no  party  to  an  action  can  be  examined  bi^^ 
by  consent;    and  all  the  parties  to  the  record  mu^^ 
consent" 

A  rule  having  been  granted. 


Wilde  Serjt.  shewed  cause.  The  principle  to  be  ex- 
tracted from  all  the  cases  is,  that  a  party  to  the  reconi 
is  excluded,  not  because  he  is  a  party  to  the  record,  but 
because  he  is  an  interested  witness;  from  which  it  fol- 
lows, that  should  a  case  occur  in  which  he  is  not  inter- 
ested, in  such  case  he  is  admissible  as  a  witness.  Sub- 
ject to  this  interpretation,  it  may  be  said  to  be  a  rule, 
that  a  party  to  the  record  is  incompetent  as  a  witness, 
because  it  generally  happens  that  he  is  interested.  In 
Emmett  v.  Bradley,  the  question  turned  chiefly  on  the 
point,  whether  the  Judge  ought  to  have  stopped  the 
cause  to  enter  the  verdict  for  three  of  the  defendants; 
and  in  Mant  v.  Mainwaringy  the  proposed  witness  was 
interested,  because  he  would  have  had  a  claim  for  con- 
tribution if  he  had  proved  the  other  defendants  his 
partners.  The  witness  in  the  present  case  could  not 
claim  contribution,  because  he  was  the  principal  debtor, 
and  the  other  two  defendants  his  sureties.  In  Nordin 
v.  Williamson  {b)  a  plaintiff  was  received  as  a  witness, 
with  the  consent  of  the  defendant,  although  he  came  to 


(a)  %B.  M.g.     8  Taunt.  13  9. 


(i)  I  Taunt.  31^' 
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<]efeat  the  daim  of  a  co-plaintiff.     In  Brcnon  v.  Fox  {a\ 
the  party  who  was  called,   had  an  interest  to  defeat 
the  action.      In  Ward  v.  Haydon{b\   the  defendant, 
laving  no  interest,  was  admitted.     In  Raven  v.  Z>fm- 
^ng  (c),  he  was  excluded,  because  he  was  liable  to  the 
costs  of  the  action.     In  Doe  v.  Green  {d)^  having  no 
interest,  he  was  admitted.      In  Brown  v.  Br(nm{e), 
being  entitled  to  contribution  if  the  plaintiff  succeeded, 
he  was  excluded.     In  Mask  v.  Smith  {g\  he  was  ad- 
mitted.    For  the  same  reason,  in  an  action  against 
a  corporation,   members    of  the  corporate  body  are 
admissible ;    WeUer   v.    Foundling   Hospital,  (h)     And 
m  Butler's  Nisi  Priusj  98,  {Ejectment),  it  is  laid  down, 
that  if  a  material  witness  for  the  defendant  be  made 
co-defendant,  the  proper  course  is  to  let  judgment  go 
by  de&ult. 


1831. 


Mereaoether.  Norden  v.  Williamson  was  a  case  of  con- 
sent; the  other  cases,  in  which  the  party  has  been 
admitted,  are  all  cases  of  tort,  in  which  each  defendant 
is  separately  liable;  or  NisiPrius  decisions,  which  ought 
not  to  weigh  against  a  rule  established  from  the  earliest 
period,  and  expressly  recognised  in  bank  in  Emmett  v. 
Bradley  and  Mant  v.  Mainwaring.  Besides,  if  a  party 
to  the  record  be  admitted  as  a  witness  in  chief,  he  is 
exposed  to  a  cross-examination  under  which  he  may  be 
compelled  to  make  admissions  prejudicial  to  himself;  a 
practice  at  variance  with  the  first  principles  of  the 
British  constitution. 

At  all  events,  the  witness  in  the  present  case  was 
interested,  for  he  was  called  to  support  a  lease,  under 


(a)  xPULEv.Ts. 
{b)  2Bjp.N,P.C.s5^* 
{c)  s  Ejp.  N.  P.  C.  2S' 
{d)  4  £ip*  N.  P.  C.  X98. 

Vol.  VIL 


(e)  4  Taunt.  75  a. 
{g)  I  Carr.lsf  P.sn* 
(b)  Peakti  N.  P.  C.  153. 
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188  It       which  be  would  have  two  sureties  respon»ble  tx  him, 
instead  of  being  solely  liable  to  his  landlord* 

0<r,  adv»  vidi. 

TiKDAL  d  J.  In  this  case  of  debt  on  bond,  eondi* 
tioned  for  the  payment  of  rent  and  performance  of 
agreements  by  Edward  Jones^  one  of  the  Defendants, 
he,  and  the  Defendant  James  Jones^  suffered  judgment 
by  default;  the  only  Defendant  who  pleaded  in  bar 
to  the  action  was  William  Baker  g  and  the  issue  noaed 
upon  his  plea  was,  whether  the  tenancy  had  continued 
during  die  time  the  rent  was  alleged  to  have  heoowie 
due. 

At  the  trial  of  this  issue»  the  Plaintiff  proposed  to  oalK 
the  said  Edward  Jones  as  a  witness  to  prove  the  ooDtiniH 
ance  of  the  ancient  tenancy.  No  objection  could  arise 
on  the  ground  that  Edward  Janes  was  interested  to  pro- 
cure a  verdict  for  the  Plaintiff,  who  called  him ;  inas- 
much as,  being  the  principal  debtor,  he  could  not  call  fiir 
contribution  from  the  other  Defendants,  but  must  himself 
be  ultimatdy  liable  both  to  the  damages  and  costs  re- 
covered in  this  action.  The  witness  did  not  himself  object 
to  be  examined,  but  an  objection  was  made  on  the  part  of 
Wiiliam  Baker^  the  Defendant  who  had  pleaded ;  and 
the  question  reserved  for  our  consideration  is,  whedier 
a  Defendant,  who  has  suffered  judgment  by  d^ult,  and 
who  consents  to  be  examined,  is  an  admis&ible  witnetsb 
where  he  has  no  interest  in  the  event  of  the  suit ;  and 
the  only  objection  to  his  admissibility  is  this,  —  that  he 
is  a  party  upon  the  record.  And  upon  this  question  we^ 
are  of  opinion  that  the  evidence  was  admissible. 

No  case  has  been  cited,  nor  can  any  be  found,  in  whicfar~ 
a  witness  has  been  refused,  upon  the  objection  in  the 
stract,  that  he  was  a  party  to  the  suit :  on  the  contrar] 
many  have  been  brought  forward,  in  which  parties  to 
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suit,  who  have  suffered  judgment  by  default,  have  been  ad- 
mitted as  witnesses  against  their  own  interest ;  and  the 
<mly  enquiry  seems  to  have  been,  in  a  majority  of  the 
cases,  whether  the  party  called  was  interested  in  the 
event  or  not :  and  the  admission  or  rejection  of  the 
witness  has  depended  on  the  result  of  this  enquiry. 

The  exclusion  on  the  ground  of  interest  is  a  known 
principle  of  the  law  of  evidence:  and  so  much  did  Lord 
Chief  Baron  Gilbert  consider  this  ds  the  only  solid 
objection  against  the  evidence  of  a  party  to  the  suit,  that 
after  laying  it  down  as  a  general  rule,  that  no  man  inter- 
ested in  the  matter  in  question  can  be  a  witness  for 
himself,  he  states,  that  several  corollaries  mtty  be  deduced 
from  this  rule;  of  which  he  gives  as  the  first,  —  **  That 
the  plaintiff  or  defendant  cannot  be  a  witness  in  his  own 
cause ;  for  these  are  the  persons  who  have  a  most  imme- 
diate interest,  and  it  is  not  to  be  presumed  that  a  man 
who  complains  without  cause,  or  defends  without  justice, 
should  have  honesty  enough  to  confess  it."  {a) 

That  a  party  to  the  record  should  not  be  compelled 

against  his  consent  to  become  a  witness  in  a  court  of 

law,  is  a  rule  founded  in  good  sense  and  sound  policy ; 

it  forms  the  point  of  the  decision  in  the  case  of  The 

King  V.  Woobum  (i),  and  the  decision  of  that  case  leads 

to  the  necessary  inference,  that  if  the  party  consents  to 

be  examined,  he  is  then   an  admissible  witness.     We 

think,  therefore,  where  the  party  to  the  suit,  who  has 

suffered  judgment  by  default,  waives  the  objeclion  and 

consents  to  be  examined,  and  is  calle<l  against  his  own 

interest,   there  is   no  ground,  either   on   principle  or 

authority,  for  rejecting  him.     The  present  rule,  therefore, 

should  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 


18SL 


{a)  See  Gilbert*!  La<w  of  Evidence,  Z30«  4tH  edit. 
(i)   loEojtf  395. 
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Jan.  31.  Hewitt  v.  Pigott. 

A  new  trial      HTHIS  was  an  action  against  the  sher\t[  of  Somerset  for 
^t^d  the  ^  '^^'^   return   of  nulla  bona  to  a  writ  cf  JL  fa. 

Court  allowed   issued  against  the  goods  of  Lord  Egmoni. 

the  Plaintiff  ^pj^^  defence  set  up  was,  that  the  soods  were  the 

to  have  in-  \  ® 

spection  of  a     property  of  trustees,  in  whom  they  had  been  vested 

deed  read  in     Jq,,^  ^yjy^  for  the  benefit  of  creditors  under  two  deeds 

evidence  by 

the  Defendant  executed  in  1823. 

at  the  first  One   of  these   deeds  was   read   in    evidence  at  the 

^"^  trial,  and  the  execution  of  the  other  was  admitted ;  bat 

it  was  not  given  in  evidence*  A  verdict  having  been 
found  for  the  Plaintiff,  and  a  rule  for  a  new  trial,  on. 
the  ground  of  surprise,  having  been  made  absolute, 


Cross  Serjt.,  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff,  obtained 
rule  nisi  for  an  inspection  of  these  deeds,  on  the  groonc 
that  when  they  were  produced  at  the  trial,  the  Plaiati^^^ 
might  have  read  them,  or,  at  all  events,  have  takei 
down  the  language  of  that  which  was  read  by  tb< 
Defendant;  so  that  the  documents  must  now  be  con- 
sidered as  equally  accessible  to  both  parties. 

Wilde  Seijt.  opposed  the  rule,  on  the  ground  tba' 
these  were  the  muniments  of  the  Defendant,  or  of  thos^^ 
under  whose  indemnity  he  resisted  this  action ;  and  thai^^ 
a  party  could  not  be  compelled  to  exhibit  his  muniment^^ 
unless  it  could  be  shewn  that  he  held  them,  in  soob^ 
sort,  as  trustee  for  his  opponent. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.     There   is  a  distinction  between  tbe         , 
two  deeds.   The  first  was  read,  and  heard  by  the  Court        I 
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idjtkiy;  and  when  the  Defendant  moved  for  a  new        1881* 

ial|  there  would  have  been  no  injustice  in  imposing  on 

m,  on  granting  a  new  trial,  the  condition  of  producing 

It  deed  for  the  inspection  of  the  Plaintiff:  but  the 

x>nd  deed  was  withdrawn,  although  the  execution  of 

iras  admitted.     It  must  be  taken,  therefore,  as  one  of 

me  muniments   of  the  Defendant  which   the  other 

rtj  has  no  right  to  inspect  before  trial.     Justice  will 

satisfied  by  the  production  of  the  first  deed. 

Park  J.  The  first  deed  must  be  considered  as  if 
rone  now  in  Court ;  the  second,  as  if  the  cause  had 
rcr  been  tried ;  and  in  general  a  party  is  not  bound 
exhibit  his  muniments  to  an  adversary. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurring,  the  rule  was  made 

Absolute,  as  to  the  deed  which  had 
been  read  in  evidence. 
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Jan*  3X* 

The  general 
issue  having 
been  pleaded 
to  an  action 
of  assaults  and 
a  new  trial 
having  been 
ordered  on 
payment  of 
co8ts»  after  a 
verdict  for  the 
Pbdntiffythe 
Defendant 
was  not  al- 
lowed to 
withdraw  the 
general  issue^ 
and  plead 
accord  and 
satisfaction. 


Price  v.  Severn. 

'^PHE  rule  for  a  new  trial  in  this  case  haring  been 
made  absolute  on  pajrment  of  costs,  (see  anUf 
p.  S16.)>  the  Defendant  obtained  an  order  from  a  Judge 
at  chambers  to  withdraw  the  general  issue^  and  pkii 
accord  and  satisfaction. 

Adams  Seijt.  moved  to  discbarge  the  order,  on  the 
ground  that  it  tended  to  harass  a  Plaintiff  with  two 
trials  for  one  cause  of  action.     It  was  inexpedient  to 
allow  a  Defendant  to  take  his  chance  on  a  general  issuer 
and  if  that  failed,  then  to  try  a  special  plea.     Although 
a  new  count  was  sometimes  allowed  after  verdict,  yet  i% 
was  only  to  state  tlie  same  cause  of  action  in  a  different 
way ;  whereas  this  plea  raised  an  issue  which  could  no^ 
have  been  tried  as  the  record  stood  at  firsL 


Goulbum  Serjt  supported  the  order,  on  the  ground 
that  the  new  trial  having  been  granted  on  payment  o» 
costs,  the  Plaintiff  was  in  the  same  situation  as  if  be 
going  to  trial  for  the  first  time. 


But  The  Court  was  clearly  of  opinion,  that  the  ord 
ought  not  to  have  been   made.     The  plea  raised 
entirely  different  issue;  and  if  it  had  been  pleaded 
first,  might  have  deterred  the  Plaintiff  from  proceed! 
with   his   action.      As  to  the   new   trial   having 
granted  on  payment  of  costs,  those  costs  included  only 
the  costs  of  the  former  trial.     The  antecedent  expensed 
were  still  in  hazard. 

Kuledischai^- 


i 
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Taylor  v.  Thompson.  Jan.  31. 

HE  prothonotary  having  allowed  the  costs  of  a  view  The  costs  of 

:..  *u-    ^  a  "vi*^  cannot 

in  this  cause,  ^  ^^^ 

unless  the  writ 
hsssell  Sent,  after  verdict  and  judgment,  moved,  on  contain  the 

-TO  ^  name  of  a 

alf  of  the  Defendant,  that  the  taxation  of  costs  might  ghewer  ap- 

"eviewed,  on  the  ground  that  the  writ  for  the  view  pointed  by  the 
not  contain  the  name  of  any  shewer  appointed  by  ^^^^  u   ^ 
Defendant,  nor  had  any  shewer  been  appointed  by  Plaintifil 


Wilde  Serjt  opposed  the  motion,  as  coming  too  late, 
e  party  should  have  moved  to  set  aside  the  pro- 
dings. 

FiNDAL  C.  J.  Tlie  act  of  parliament  (a)  expressly 
ects  that  a  shewer  on  each  side  shall  be  named  in  the 
It.  As  the  Defendant  never  authorized  this  view  by 
ouDg  one  of  the  shewers,  it  must  be  taken  as  if  there 
A  been  no  view. 

Rule  absolute. 

(a)  6  C  4.  r.  50.  J.  33. 


END  OF  HILARY  TERM. 
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In  the  First  Year  of  the  Reign  of  Wiluau  IV. 


ShILLITO  V.  ThEED.  •4?«'  »3' 


T^ 


IS  was  an  action  on  a  bill  of  exchange  for  185/.  Hdd:  that  the 

drawn   by  T.  M.  Lee  in   1829,   payable  at  seven  ^^ 

^^Oths  ailer  date ;  accepted  by  the  Defendant ;  indorsed  indoreee  for 

*^y  Cee  to  Giles ;  by  Giles  to  Smallpage  /  and  by  SmaU^  valuable  con- 

^^e  to  the  Plaintiff.  '^t^'^ 

At  the  trial  before  Tindal  C.  J.,  London  sittings  after  cover  on  a 

*^t  Michaelmas  term,  it  appeared  that  the  Defendant  ^'*"  «^^"* "? 
1^  payment  or  a 

^^<)  accepted  the  bill  for  the  amount  of  a  bet  which  he  betabovexoA 
^^  lost  on  the  issue  of  the  St.  Leger  stakes  at  Don^  lo»t  at  a  legal 
^^^er  races  in  1828.     The  St*  Leger  stakes  are  more 
^^n  50/. 

Vol.  VII.  E  e  The 
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Shillito 

V, 

Theed. 


The  PlaintifT  gave  Smallpage  bon&Jide  the  full 
sideration  for  the  bill,  aud  had  no  notice  of  the  circuoi. 
stances  under  which  it  had  been  accepted. 

On  the  part  of  the  Defendant  it  was  objected,  that 
the  bill,  having  been  accepted  in  payment  of  a  bet  of 
more  than  100/.  on  the  issue  of  a  horse-race^  was  void 
under  the  stat.  16  Car.  2.  c.  7.  ss.2.  &  S.,  even  in  the 
hands  of  a  bondJUle  bolder  for  good  oonsideratioAi  kak 
on  this  ground  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  Defendant^ 
with  leave,  however,  for  the  Plaintiff  to  move  to  set  it 
aside,  and  enter,  instead,  a  verdict  for  185/. 


Jones  Serjt.  moved  accordingly  in  Hilary  term. 

By  16  Car.  2.  c.  7.  5.3.  it  is  enacted,  "That  if  any 
person  or  persons  shall  play  at  any  of  the  said  games  (a)^ 
or   any   other   pastime,   game,    or  games   whatsoever^ 
(other  than   with   or  for  ready  money),  or  shall  beC 
on   the   sides   or  hands   of  such  as  do  or  shall  phy 
thereat,  and  shall  lose  any  sum  or  sums  of  money,  o^ 
other  thing  or  things  so  played  for,  exceeding  the  sockb 
of  100/.  at  any  one  time  or  meeting,  upon  ticket 
credit,  or  otherwise,  and  shall  not  pay  down  the 
at  the  time  when  he  or  they  shali  so  lose  the  same,  tbe 
party  and  parties  who  loseth   or  shall   lose  the  said 
monies  or  other  thing  or  things  so  pbvyed  or  to  be 
played  for,  above  the  said  sum  of  100/.,  shali  not  in  that 
case  be  bound  or  compelled  or  compellable  to  pay  or 
make  good  the  same;  bat  the  contract  and  contracts fof 
the  same,  and  for  every  part  thereof,  and  all  and  singufaur 
judgments,  statutes,  recognizances,  mortgages,  conv^ 
ances,  assurances,   bonds,   bills,   specialties^  promiae^ 
covenants,    agreements,    and    other   acta*    deed^  aad 


{a)  B]r  the  second  section, 
*^  cardsi  dice,  tables,  tennis,  bo  wies, 
kittles,  shovel-board,  cock-fight- 


ings, horse-races,  dog-matcbeit 
foot-races,  or  other  pasHmei, 
game  or  games  whattoaiiMr.'' 

securities 


I 
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securities  whatsoever,  which  shall  be  obtained,  made,        1831. 
given,  acknowledged,  or  entered  into  for  security  or 
sfltis&ction  of  or  for  the  same,  or  any  part  thereof,  shall 
be  utterly  void  and  of  none  effect : "  Theed. 

And  by  9  Ann.  c.l4.  5.1.,  after  first  reciting  that, 
'^  whereas  the  laws  now  in  force  for  preventing  the 
mischiefs  which  may  happen  by  gaming  have  not  been 
found  sufficient  for  that  purpose,  for  the  further  prevent- 
ing of  all  excessive  and  deceitful  gaming"  it  is  enacted, 
*'  That  all  notes,  bills,  bonds,  judgments,  mortgages,  or 
otlier  securitiesor  conveyances  whatsoever,  given,  granted, 
drawn,  or  entered  into  or  executed  by  any  person  or 
persons  whatsoever,  where  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the 
consideration  of  such  conveyances  or  securities  shall  be 
ibr  any  money  or  otlier  valuable  thing  whatsoever,  won 
hy  gaming  or  playing  at  cards,  dice,  tables,  tennis,  bowls, 
or  other  game  or  games  whatsoever,  or  by  betting  on 
^e  sides  or  hands  of  such  as  do  game  at  any  of  the 
Ranes  aforesaid,  or  for  the  reimbursing  or  repaying  any 
Q'oney  knowingly  lent  or  advanced  for  such  game  or 
oettiog  as  aforesaid,  or  lent  or  advanced  at  the  time  and 
place  of  such  play,  to  any  person  or  persons  so  gaming 
^^  betting  as  aforesaid,  or  that  shall  during  such  play 
*^  play  or  bet,  shall  be  utterly  void,  frustrate,  and  of 
'^one  effect,  to  all  intents  and  purposes  whatsoever; 
^^y  statute,  law,  or  usage  to  the  contrary  thereof  in 
^y  wise   notwithstanding : "   and   by   sect,  5.   "  That 
'^  ^y  person  or  persons  whatsoever,  do  or  shall  by 
**^y  fraud  or  shift,  cosenage,  circumvention,  deceit,  or 
Unlawful  device  or  ill  practice  whatsoever,  in  playing  at 
^^  With  cards,  dice,  or  any  the  games  aforesaid,  or  in 
^^  by  bearing  a  share  or  part  in  the  stakes,  wagers,  or 
^Ventures,  or  in  or  by  betting  on  the  sides  or  hands  of 
^^ch  as  do  or  shall  play  as  aforesaid,  win,  obtain,  or 
^^uire  to  him  or  themselves,  or  to  any  other  or  others> 

E  e  2  any 
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any  sum  or  sums  of  money,  or  other  valuable  thing  or 
things  whatsoever,  or  shall,  at  any  one  time  or  sitting, 
win  of  any  one  or  more  person  or  persons  whatsoever 
above  the  sum  or  value  of  10/.,  that  then  every  person 
or  persons  so  winning  by  such  ill  practice  as  aforesaid, 
or  winning  at  any  one  time  or  sitting  above  the  said 
sum  or  value  of  10/.,  and  being  convicted  of  any  of  the 
said  offences  upon  an  indictment  to  be  exhibited  against 
him  or  them  for  that  purpose,  shall  forfeit  five  tiroes  the 
value  of  the  sum  or  sums  of  money,  or  other  thing  so 
won  as  aforesaid ;  and  in  case  of  such  ill  practice  as 
aforesaid,  shall  be  deemed  infamous,  and  shall  snfier 
such  corporal  punishment  as  in  cases  of  wilful  pe^ 
jury." 

But  by  13  G.  2.  c,  19.  5.  5.,  followed  by  ISG.S. 
c.  34'.,  it  is  enacted,  **  That  no  person  or  persons 
whatsoever  shall  start  or  run  any  match  with  or  be- 
tween any  horse,  mare,  or  gelding  for  any  sum  of 
money,  plate,  prize,  or  other  thing  whatsoever,  onless 
such  match  shall  be  started  or  run  at  Newmarket  Heatk, 
in  the  counties  of  Cambridge  and  Sttffblkj  or  Elai 
Hambleton^  in  the  county  of  York^  or  the  said  sum  of 
money,  plate,  prize,  or  other  thing,  be  of  the  real  and 
intrinsic  value  of  50/.  or  upwards ;  and  in  case  any 
person  or  persons  shall  start  or  run  any  such  match 
at  any  other  place  than  Newmarket  Heath  or  BkA 
Hambleton  aforesaid,  or  for  any  plate,  prize,  sam  of 
money  or  thing  of  less  value  than  50/.,  every  snch 
person  or  persons  shall  forfeit  and  lose  the  sum  of 
200/:" 

Although,  therefore,  this  bill  might  have  been  void 
under  the  statutes  of  Car.  2.  and  9  Ann.^  which  latter 
statute  has  been  holden  to  apply  to  horse-races  as  wdl 
as  the  statute  of  Car.  2.,  yet  the  statutes  of  G.  2.  having 
legalized  horse-racing  for  a  stake  of  501.  and  upwards, 
the  Plaintiff  b  entitled  to  recover. 

At 
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At  common  law  a  party  might  recover  for  a  bet  not  1831. 
-  prohibited  by  public  policy  or  morals,  or  too  frivolous 
ibr  the  investigation  of  a  court.  Johnson  v.  Bonn  {a\ 
Good  V.  EUiott.  (b)  The  legality  of  wagers  on  innocent 
topics  is  established  by  the  practice  of  feigned  issues; 
and  a  wager  on  a  horse-race  for  50/.  and  upwards,  is  a 
wager  on  a  subject  not  only  innocent,  but  sanctioned  by 
the  statutes  of  G.  2. 

With  respect  to  races,  therefore,  for  such  a  stake, 

those  statutes  operate  as  a  repeal  of  the  statute  of  Car.  2., 

•and  there  is  no  decision  adverse  to  this  position ;  for  in 

Goodbum  V.  Marley  {c\    Clayton  v.  Jennings  (ef ),   and 

SlaxUm  V.  Pye  {e)  the  bets  were,  for  aught  that  appears 

to  the  contrary,  on  horse-races  for  stakes  less  than  50/., 

and  so,  illegal  under  16  Car,  2.  and  9  Ann.  c.  14. ;  and 

in  Za/nall  v.  Longbottom  {g)  and  Brawn  v.  Berkely  (//) 

the  wagers  were  on  foot-races,  illegal  under  the  same 

statutes.     But  in  M^AUester  v.  Haden  (i),  it  has  been 

expressly  decided,  that  a  wager  under  10/.  on  a  horse* 

luce  for  100/.  is  legal. 

At  all  events,  even  if  the  objection  should  prevail  as 

sgunst  parties  to  the  bet,  it  would  be  most  mischievous 

^o  the  circulation  of  the  country  to  decide  that  the  bill 

is  void  in   the   hands  of  a  bond  Jide  holder  without 

ix^tice. 

A  rule  nisi  having  been  granted, 

Bompas  Serjt.  now  shewed  cause. 
Although  the  statutes  of  G.  2.  have  legalised  horse-" 
racing  under  certain  regulations,  they  have  in  no  Way 


(a)  4  T.  R.  i.  (e)  a  Wils.  309- 

\b)  sT.R.  706. .  (^)  2  mU.  36. 

(c)  3J'/r.  7159.  (b)  Co<wp.%Z%. 

(d)  %  BL  ^a6i  (i)  %  Campb.  438. 


K  e  3  repealed 
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1831.  repealed  the  prohibition  ofbetting  contained  in  the  sta- 
tute of  Charles ;  and  the  encouragement  of  horse-racbg 
by  adequate  stakes  for  the  purpose  of  improYing  the 
breed  of  horses,  is  perfectly  compatible  with  the  prohibi- 
tion of  betting  or  gambling,  which  can  have  no  tendency 
to  further  that  object  of  the  legislature.  In  Bac.  Jk, 
Gaming^  p.  345.,  it  is  laid  down,  that  it  is  **  immaterial 
to  consider  whether  the  game  itself  be  lawful  or  not;  if 
a  man  loses  10/.  by  playing  or  betting  at  it,  it  is  withm 
the  statute."  In  Clayton  v.  Jennings  it  was  held,  dnt 
betting  at  a  horse-race  to  the  amount  of  above  10/.,  was 
within  the  statute  of  9  Anne ;  and  if  the  bet  belawfbl 
on  one  side,  and  unlawful  on  the  other,  (as  a  bet  of  ten 
guineas  to  five),  neither  can  be  recovered  for  want  of 
mutuality.  In  Bcnryer  v.  Brampton  {a)  it  was  botdeOj 
that  the  innocent  indorsee  of  a  note  given  on  a  gaming 
transaction,  can  maintain  no  action  against  the  drawer; 
and  Whaley  v.  Pajot  (i)  is  an  authority  to  shew  that  the 
statute  is  to  be  construed  strictly. 

Jones.  That  position  is  not  contested.  The  quesdoo 
is,  whether  a  bet  of  more  than  10/.  on  a  particular 
species  of  race,  which  would  be  a  legal  subject  for  a 
wager  at  common  law,  and  which  race  is  sanctioned  by 
the  statutes  of  G.  2.,  is  a  bet  still  illegal  under  the 
provisions  of  earlier  statutes  against  bets  of  more  than 
10/.  on  horse-races  generally;  and  if  it  be  so,  whether  a 
bill  accepted  for  such  a  bet  be  void  in  the  hands  of  a 
bondjlde  holder  without  notice. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  This  is  an  action  on  a  bill  of  exchange 
drawn  by  Lee  on  Theed  for  the  payment  of  a  wager  of 
185/.  on  the  St.  Leger  stakes,  which,  it  is  admittedf 

{a)  %  Str.  .115 s  (^)  a  jB.  Gf  P,  54. 

were 
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a  legal  horse-race ;  and  the  question  is,  whether,  on 
the  construction  of  the  several  acts  of  parliament,  the  in- 
donee  can  recover.    It  is  unnecessary,  in  the  first  in- 
itanoe,  to  go  ferther  than  16  Car.  2.  c.  7.,  which  declares 
horse^racing  illegal,  and  in  s.  3.  enacts,  **  That  if  any 
person  or  persons  shall  play  at  any  of  the  said  games,  or 
any  other  pastime,  game  or  games  whatsoever,  (other 
than  with  and  for  ready  money,)  or  shall  bet  on  the 
sides  or  hands  of  such  as  do  or  shall  play  thereat,  and 
shall  lose  any  sum  or  sums  of  money,  or  any  thing  or 
tilings  so  played  for,  exceeding  the  sum  of  100/.  at  any 
006- time  or  meeting,  upon  ticket  or  credit,  or  otherwise, 
and  shall  not  pay  down  the  same  at  the  time  when  he 
or  they  shall  so  lose  the  same,  the  party  and  parties 
irho  loseth  or  shall  lose  tlie  said  monies  or  other  thing 
or  things  so  played  or  to  be  played  for  above  the  said 
aom  of  100/.,  shall  not  in  that  case  be  bound  or  com- 
peliedi  or  compellable  to  pay  or  make  good  the  same ; 
bat  the  contract  and  contracts  for  the  same,  and  for 
every   part  thereof,   and   all  and  singular  judgments, 
statutes,  recognizances,  mortgages,  conveyances,  assu- 
rances, bonds,  bills,   specialties,   promises,  covenants, 
agreements  and  other  acts,  deeds,  and  securities  whatso- 
ever, which  shall  be  obtained,  made,  given,  acknow- 
ledged, or  entered  into  for  security  or  satisfaction  of 
CNT  for  the  same,  or  any  part  thereof,  shall  be  utterly  void 
and  of  none  effect." 

The  bill  on  which  the  Plaintiff  sues  exceeds  100/.; 
was  given  for  a  sum  lost  at  a  horse-race;  and,  if  there 
were  no  other  provision  of  the  legislature,  would  be  void 
uader  that  which  has  been  referred  to.  But  it  is  urged 
that,  by  subsequent  acts,  horse-races  under  certain 
restrictions  have  been  legalised;  and,  therefore,  inci-^ 
dentally  and  collaterally,  bets  upon  such  races. 
That,  however,  not  only  does  not  follow  necessarily, 

£  e  4  but 
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18S1.        bat  would  be  at  variance  with  the  intention  of  the  legis- 
lature as  expressed  in  those  acts.     The  title  of  the  first, 
IS  G.2.  c.  19.)  is  **  An  act  to  restrain  and  prevent  the 
excessive  increase  of  horse-races;    and   for  anieiidu^ 
an  act  made  in  the  last  session  of  parliament,  intituled 
an  act  for  the  more  effectual  preventing  of  excessive  and 
deceitful  gaming."    It  then  goes  on  to  render  certain 
races  legal,  if  the  sum  of  50/.  and  upwards  be  run  fbfi 
the  object  of  the  legislature  being  to  promote  improfe- 
ment  in  the  breed  of  horses  by  affording  an  adequate 
object  of  competition.     But  that  can  have  nothing  to  do 
with  the  practice  of  betting,  which  may  be  carried  on 
by  idle  persons  standing  by,   who  have  no  interest 
whatever  in  the  horses ;  while  the  clause  which  requires 
that  the  horse  shall  be  entered  to  run  in  the  name  of 
the  owner,  shews  that  it  was  not  proposed  to  give  others 
an  interest  in  the  race.   Then  comes  the  18  G.  2.  c,Si>t 
intituled  *^  An  act  to  explain,  amend,  and  make  more 
effectual  the  laws  in  being,  to  prevent  excessive  and 
deceitful  gaming,  and  to  restrain  and  prevent  the  ex- 
cessive increase  of  horse-races;"  and  the  act  goes  on  to 
say,  that  *^  nothing  in  this  act  contained  shall  extend  or  be 
construed  to  extend  to  repeal  or  invalidate  an  act  made 
in  the  ninth  year  of  the  reign  of  her  late  majesty  Qaeen 
AnnCf  intituled  An  Act  for  the  better  preventing  excesdot 
and  deceitful  gaming ; "  it  incorporates  also  many  of  the 
provisions  of  16  Car.  2.,  which  cannot  be  said  to  be 
repealed.     Goodbum  v.  Marley  was  decided  shortly  after 
the  13  6.2^  and  yet  it  never  was  conteaded  that  a 
wager  exceeding  10/.  on  a  horse-race  was  legaL    Al- 
though, therefore,  a  wager  not  exceeding  \0L  might  be 
legal,  on  a  legal  horse-race,  yet  a  wager  exceeding  that 
sum  on  a  horse-race,  whether  legal  or  illegal,  is  void; 
and,  consequently,  there  is  no  ground  for  setting  aside 
the  verdict. 

PabkJ. 


IN  THE  First  Year  of  WILLIAM  IV.  41 S 

Park  J.    I  am  of  the  same  opinion.     It  is  clear  that        1831. 
liorse-racing  is  included  in  the  games  prohibited  by  the 
istatute  of  16  Car.  2.,  and  that  the  bet  in  this  case  falls 
within  the  provisions  of  s.  S.  of  that  act 

The  statute  of  G.  2.  only  permits  horse-racing  sub 
modoj  and  for  the  encouragement  of  the  breed  of  horses, 
irhicb,  it  is  clear,  betting  could  in  no  way  promote. 

Gaselee  J.  The  preamble  of  both  the  acts  of  G.  2. 
shews  that  they  were  designed  to  check  the  increase  of 
horse-racing. 

Alderson  J.  I  do  not  say  whether  a  wager  under 
lOL  would  be  legal,  but  it  is  quite  clear  that  this  is 
illegal,  and  therefore  the  rule  must  be 

Discharged. 


GODEFROY  V.  Jay.  April  %o. 

J\  CTION  against  an  attorney  for  negligence.     The  The  Defend- 

third  count  of  the  declaration,  on  which  alone  the  *°^»  *"  **" 

tomey,  was 

Plaintiff  relied,  was  as  follows :  —  sued  for  neg- 

Tbat  heretofore,  to  wit,  on,  &c.  at,  &c.  the  Plaintiff,  I'gence  in  al- 
at  the  special  instance  and  request  of  the  Defendant,  menuo  c^by 
retained   and    employed   him,    the   Defendant,   as   his  default  in  an 
attorney,  for  certain  fees  and  rewards  to  be  therefore  *f^*^i_J'^ 
paid    by   the   Plaintiff  to  the   Defendant  in   that   be-  hadreuined 
half,  to  defend  a  certain  action  then  depending  in  the  Wm  to  defend: 
Court  of  King's  Bench,  at  the  suit  of  Stephen  Dubois  beine  piwd^* 

against  him,  the  Plaintiff,  for  an  alleged  injury  done  by  Held,  it  was 

for  the  at- 
torney to  defend  himself  by  shewing,  if  he  could,  that  the  Plaintiff  had  no  defence 
in  that  action,  and  not  for  the  Plaintiff  to  begin  by  shewihg  he  had  a  good  defence, 
and  10  had  been  damaged  by  the  judgment  by  default. 

him 
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18dl«        him  the  Plaintiff,  to  a  certain  son  and  servant  of  him^ 
the  said  Stephen  Dubois :  and  the  Defendant  then  and 
there  accepted  the  last-mentioned  retainer :  and,  there- 
upon, it  then  and  there  became,  and  was  the  duty  of  the 
Defendant  as  such  attorney  so  retained   as  aforesaid, 
well,  faithfully,  diligently,  and  skilfully  to  act  as  the 
attorney  of  the  Plaintiff  in  and  about  the  defending  the 
said   last-mentioned    action :   yet   the   Defendant,  wdl 
knowing  the  premises,  but  neglecting  and  disregardiog 
his  duty  in  that  behalf,  and  contriving  and  intending 
to  injure  the  Plaintiff,  did  not  well,  faithfully,  diligeotly, 
and  skilfully  act  as  the  attorney  of  and  for  the  Plaintit^ 
in  and  about  the  defending  of  the  said  last-mentionedL 
action,    but,  on  the  contrary  thereof,  then  and  them^ 
conducted  himself  so  carelessly,  negligently,  and  umkil— > 
fully   with   respect  to  the    defence  of  the  said  laslj— 
mentioned  action,  and  in  discharge  of  his  duty  as  tb^ 
attorney   of  and  for  the  Plaintiff,    that,   by  reasoa  of 
such  negligence,  carelessness,  and  want  of  skill  of  the 
Defendant,  and  by  and  through  the  mere  neglect  wod 
default  of  the  Defendant  afterwards,  to  wit,  on,  &c.  al, 
&c.,  judgment  by  default  was  signed  against  him,  tie 
Plaintiff,  in  the  said  last-mentioned  action ;  and  sudi 
further  proceedings  were  had  in  the  said  last-mentioned 
action,  that  afterwards,  to  wit,  in  Easter  term,  in,  &C.9 
it  was  considered  and  adjudged  in  and  by  the  said  Court 
of  King's  Bench,  that  Stephen  Dubois  should  recover 
against  the  Plaintiff  a  certain  large  sum  of  money,  to 
wit,  the  sum  of  30/.  IO5.,  and  thereupon  execution  was 
afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  9th  of  May  1 826,  to  wit,  at| 
&c.,   issued  upon   the    said   last-mentioned  judgment 
against  the  Plaintiff^;    and  the  Plaintiff,   in  order  to 
satisfy  the  said  execution,  was  afterwards,  to  wit,  on,  &€• 
at,  &c.  forced  and  obliged  to  pay,  and  actually  did  pay 
to  the  said  Stephen  Dubois  in  satisfaction  of  the  said  judg- 
ment, the  money  so  recovered  as  last  aforesaid ;  and  also 

another 
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anodier  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  5/.,  being  18S1. 
the  costs  and  expenses  of  and  occasioned  by  the  said 
execution;  and  was  also  forced  and  obliged  to  incur, 
and  actually  did  incur  a  further  great  expense  amounting 
to  a  further  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  50/., 
in  and  about  endeavouring  to  defend  himself  against  the 
said  action ;  and  was  greatly  injured  in  his  credit  and 
character;  and  put  to  great  loss,  costs,  charges,  trou- 
ble and  expense,  and  inconvenience  in  and  about,  and 
greatly  interrupted  and  hindered  in  carrying  on  his 
iiSiirs  and  business,  to  wit,  at,  &c. 

At  the   trial  before  Tindal  C.  J,,  Middlesex  sittings 
after  last  Michaelmas  term,  the  case  proved  was  in  sub- 
stance  as  follows:  —  The  Plaintiff  Godefroy^  a  dyer, 
having  been  sued  by  one  Dubois  for  running  over  his 
child,  the  Defendant  Jay  was  applied  to  by  Hatton,  an 
agent  of  Godefroi/s^  to  conduct  Godefrcn/%  defence. 

Hattofi  informed  Jay  that  notice  of  Duboi^s  declar- 
ation   had  been  served  on   Gode/rat/s  son    instead  of 
Godfrey  himself;  upon  which  Jay  observed,  that  the 
service  was  bad,  and  that  the  proceedings  might  be  set 
■side  at  any  time.     Hatton  rather  inclined  against  that 
course,  but  said,  "  I  leave  Mr.  Godefroy  in  your  hands;  ** 
when  Jay  said,   *^  1  will  see  that  justice  shall  be  done 
htm.*'     Shortly  after  this,  Godefroy  being  served  with  a 
irrit  of  enquiry  in  the  action  brought  against  him  by 
Dubois,  applied  to  Jay  on  the  subject     Jay,  who  had 
taken  no  step  in  the  cause,  told  him  it  was  of  no  conse- 
quence, for  the  service  of  process  having  been  bad,  the 
judgment  could  be  set  aside  at  any  time.     Jay  or  his 
clerk  then  took  the  declaration  out  of  the  oifice ;  but 
nothing  further  being  done,  the  writ  of  enquiry  was 
executed,  and  no  person  attending  on  the  part  of  Gode^ 
Jroy,  the  damages  were  assessed  at  31/.  10;. 

A  writ  oi  Ji.fa.  was  afterwards  issued,  indorsed  to 
levy  that  sum,  under  which  an  officer  seized  God^rotfs 
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1831.        goods,  and  kept  possession  of  them  for  some  days,  wbet 
'  "  "         the  money  was  paid  by  Godejroy^  together  with  5/.  tbe 

VtODEFROx  /•    1 

^,  expenses  of  the  levy, 

Jat.  a  verdict  in  the  present  action  having  been  given 

for  Godefrcy  with  45/.  damages. 

Cross  Serjt.,  pursuant  to  leave  given  at  the  trialf 
moved  for  a  rule  to  reduce  this  verdict  to  nominil 
damages,  on  the  ground  that  Godefrcy  had  not  shewn 
tliat  he  had  been  wronged  by  the  judgment  by  defiwlt 
in  Dtibots  v.  Godefroy ;  or  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground 
that  the  45/.  damages  were  at  all  events  excessive.  A 
rule  nisi  having  been  granted, 

Bompas  Serjt.  shewed  cause.  The  Plaintiff  having 
shewn,  in  the  first  instance,  that  the  judgment  by  de&olt 
in  Dubois  v.  Godefroy  was  the  result  of  n^ligence  in 
the  defendant,  and  having  so  established  a  primd/ade 
case,  it  was  for  the  Defendant,  if  he  could,  to  shev 
affirmatively  that  that  judgment,  though  ensuing  on  bi§ 
neglect,  would  also  have  been  warranted  by  the  circno- 
stances  of  the  cause ;  and  it  was  not  for  the  PlaintiC 
after  establishing  his  prima  facie  case  against  the  De- 
fendant,  to  go  on  and  shew  negatively  that  there  was  no 
ground  for  the  judgment  by  default;  or  that  he  did  M^ 
run  over  the  child,  as  he  was  accused  by  Dubois.  Boa 
V.  Hunter  (a),  Lee  v.  Ayrion  (6),  Aitcheson  v.  Madock  (c)i 
Sxmnnell  v.  EUis..  (d) 

It  is  not  to  be  presumed  he  was  guilty  of  a  wrongful 
act.     Williams  v.  East  India  Company,  {e) 

In  the  absence,  therefore,  of  any  evidence  on  the  part 
of  the  Defendant,  the  Plaintiff  has  established  his  casey 
and  the  damages  are  little  more  than  was  actually  paid 

(a)  4  T.  R.  38.  (d)  I  Bingb.  347. 

(b)  Peake  N.  P.  C.  161.  (e)  3  Eiut,  19a. 


(c)  PeaAe  N.  P.  C.  %jZ. 


undef 


> 


IK  THE  First  Year  of  WILLIAM  IV.  417 

under  the  judgment  of  default,  which  was  suffered  through        183 1. 
the  negligence  of  the  Defendant. 

Cross.     No  action  of  tori  lies  for  mere   negligence 
unaccompanied  with  assignable  damage.     It  was  for  the 
Plaintiff,  therefore,  to  shew,  that  he  had  been  injured  by 
the  judgment  by  default.    [Tindal  C.  J.  Marzetti  v.  Wil- 
Hams  (a)  was  an  action  of  tort  arising  out  of  the  breach 
of  an  implied  contract,  and  the  plaintiff  was  allowed  to 
I'eoover,  although  he  proved  no  damage.]     The  plain* 
tiff's  banker  in  that  case  had  dishonoured  the  check  of 
the  plaintiff,  who  was  a  person  in  trade ;  that  circum- 
stance could  not  but  injure  the  plaintiff's  credit,  and  the 
jury  did  not  find  that  no  damage  had  been  incurred. 
Sat  suppose  an  attorney  to  fall  asleep,  or  leave  the  court 
without  reason  during  the  trial  of  his  client's  cause,  and 
«  verdict  to  be  given   for  the  client  notwithstanding : 
^Would  the  attorney  be  liable  in  an  action  for  negligence? 
Or,  suppose  a  ship-broker  to  neglect  effecting  an  insur- 
ance which  he  was  instructed  to  effect:  Would  he  be 
liable  for  negligence  if  the  ship  arrived  safe?      The 
Plaintiff^  therefore,  in  the  present  case,  should  at  least 
have  offered  some  evidence  to  shew  that  he  would  have 
been  better  off  if  judgment  by  default  had  not  been  suf- 
fered in  Dubois  v.  Godefroy.     But,  for  aught  that  ap- 
pears to  the  contrary,  the  suffering  judgment  by  default 
might  have  been,  with  a  view  to  the  saving  of  costs  at 
least,  the  most  advantageous  course  for  him  ;  and  he  has 
not  shewn  any  neglect  by  the  Defendant  of  his  general 
duty  as  an  attorney.     It  does  not  appear  that  the  Plain- 
ti£r  furnished  the  Defendant  with  any  instructions  for  a 
defence  upon  the  merits;  that  he  offered  to  produce 
Vritnesses;  or  that  he  did  not,  upon  conference,  concur 
in  the  propriety  of  letting  judgment  go  by  default:  his 
^sigent,  indeed,  expressed  a  disinclination  to  take  advan- 

(a)  z  B.i^  AiioL4is* 


#a/*A 
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ISSl.       tageof  the  technical  defect  of  service.     His  attonieyj 
therefore,  was  bound  to  exercise  his  discreUon  in  the 
conduct  of  the  cause.     A  general  agent  has  authority  to 
exercise  his  discretion  for  the  benefit  of  his  employer  (a); 
and  an  attorney,  who  is  a  deputy,  cannot  have  k» 
power  than  his  principal,  {b)     If  the  Plaintiff  had  no 
defence  on  the  merits  against  Dubois^  the  general  issu^ 
not  guilty,  would  have  been  a  false  plea,  and  neither  in 
law  nor  in  morality  would  the  Defendant  have  beea 
exercising  a  sound  discretion  in  pleading  it.     The  pro* 
priety  of  such  a  practice  even  by  prisoners,  when  guiltji 
has  been  questioned  by  many.     By  the  statute  ofBeaih 
pleader^  3  Ed.  1.  c.  23.  *^  no  serjeant  counter,  nor  any 
other,"  (which  extends  to  attornies,  2  Inst,  Sd^.)  *^  shall 
do  any  manner  of  deceit  to  beguile  the  Court,**  under 
penalty  of  imprisonment  for  a  year  and  a  day.    And  it» 
is  within  this  statute  if  an  attorney  plead  a  false  (dea.  (c^ 
If  he  plead  a  sham  plea  he  is  liable  to  be  fined,  (/) 
And  he  may  refuse  to  do  so,  when  instructed,  Johnsomm^ 
V.  Alston,  {e)     In    Godefroy  v.  Dalton  (g)   it  was  hekX^ 
that  crassa  fiegligentia  must  be  proved  to  render  tk« 
attorney  liable. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  It  appears  to  me  that  this  verdici 
ought  not  to  be  disturbed.  The  application  is,  in  effect 
for  a  new  trial  on  the  third  count  of  the  declaration,  for 
the  two  first  may  be  considered  as  having  been  abao- 
doned.  The  third  count  alleges  the  retainer  of  the  De- 
fendant by  the  Plaintiff,  and  his  duty  to  act  skilfully  and 
diligently  in  defending  the  action,  and  then  avers  that 
the  Defendant  conducted  himself  so  carelessly,  negli- 
gently, and  unskilfully  in  the  defence  of  the  action,  and 
in  discharge  of  his  duty  as  attorney,  that  by  his  n^li* 

(a)  Per  Sutler  J.  i  B.  ^  P.  (i)  Per  Holt  C.  J.  2  Salt.  515. 

3a3'  (0  ^  Campb.  176. 


•^ 


(b)  Per  Holt  C.  J.  Salk.  95.  {g)  6  Binglj.  460, 

(r)  %  Irtjt.  21  s» 


gence, 
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gmce^  carelessness,   and  want  of  skill,  judgment  was        1831. 
signed  against  tbe  Plaintiff  for  30/.  10s.,  and  execution 
L      issiied  for  the  amount,  which  the  Plaintiff  was  obliged 
to  pay,  together  with  BL  costs:  and  the  question  is, 
whether  tbe  gravamen  is  made  out  by  the  evidence  at 
ik^  triaL     However,  it  has  first  been  thrown  out  on  be- 
bal£  of  the  Defendant,  that  no  action  lies  for  negligence 
QiilcsB  tbe  Plaintiff  shew  special  damage.     But  that  pro- 
poaitioB  is  wider  than  the  law  warrants ;  for  in  an  action 
^   tort  arising  out  of  a  breach  of  contract,  or  neglect  of 
*  cluty  which  the  law  imposes,  nominal  damages  are 
ient  to  entitle  the  Plaintiff  to  judgment.     This  is 
rule  of  law,  and  it  has  recently  been  recognised  and 
on  in  Marzetti  v.  Williams.     It  is  unnecessary, 
'^^^'^ever,  to  discuss  that  point  in  the  present  case,  be- 
damages   have  been   found,   occasioned   by  the 
nc€  of  the  Defendant,  to  the  amount  of  45/.     In 
^%^8t  did  that  negligence  consist  ?     Godefiroy  being  sued 
Dubois^  puts  the  conduct  of  his  cause  into  the  hands  of 
Defendant  Jay ;  and  upon  Godefrqt/s  agent  saying. 
Heave  the  matter  in  your  hands,"  Jay  answers,  *^  I  will 
^^  you  justice."     When,  after  that,  he  suffers  judgment 
^^^  go  by  de&ult,  without  even  consulting  his  client,  or 
^^kiag  any  step  to  set  the  judgment  aside,  is  that,  or  is  it 
^ot,  negligence?    It  has  been  urged  that  it  was  his  duty 
^ot  to  plead  where  there  was  no  defence,  and  we  have 
Wen  referred  to  the  statutes  of  Bcaupleader:  but  the 
t  of  those  statutes  is  to  prevent  a  party  from  putting 
die  record,  pleas  containing  affirmative  matter  which 
false;  the  legislature  never  intended  to  take  from  the 
I>efendant  the  right  of  putting  the  Plaintiff  on  the  proof 
of  his  case,  whether  the  demand  itself  were  admitted  or 
denied ;  and  it  is  often  necessary  to  plead  the  general 
issue^  in  order  that  the  amount  of  damage  sustained 
may  be  fairly  ascertained.     It  is  contended,  however, 
that  an  attorney  may  use  his  own  discretion,  and  abstain 
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1831.  from  incurring  the  expense  of  a  plea  where  his  client 
has  no  substantial  defence.  But  nothing  of  that  kind 
appears  to  have  passed  in  the  mind  of  the  present  De- 
fendant ;  for  he  seems  to  have  thought  that  he  coold  set 
aside  the  judgment  by  default  at  any  time,  on  accoont  of 
the  original  defective  service  of  the  process.  So£briog 
judgment,  then,  was  not  a  matter  prudential  on  hb  pai^ 
but  took  place  because  he  relied  on  setting  the  judgment 
aside.  In  that  he  was  under  a  mistake ;  and  the  questioii 
is,  whether  he  was  not  thereby  guilty  of  a  breach  of 
duty,  by  which  he  prevented  his  client  from  defending 
himself,  and  mitigating  the  damages  sought  at  his  handi; 
a  breach  of  duty  which  deprived  him  of  the  benefit  of 
cross-examination  to  which  he  was  by  law  entitled,  and 
of  the  effect  of  observations  to  be  made  to  the  jury. 

Then  comes  the  question,  whether  these  damages  are 
excessive :  that  depends  on  the  question,  whether  it  wis 
the  duty  of  Joy,  the  Defendant  in  this  action,  to  adduce 
evidence  to  shew  that  Godefroy  the  Plaintiff  was  not 
damnified  by  the  judgment  by  default  in  the  former 
action,  or  whether  it  was  for  Godefroy  to  establish  that 
Dubois  would  not  have  recovered  against  him.  According 
to  all  the  cases,  it  was  not  to  be  expected  that  Godefref 
should  be  called  on  to  furnish  such  proof.  On  bodi 
points,  therefore,  this  rule  falls  to  the  ground. 

Park  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  position, 
that  special  damage  ought  to  be  shewn,  to  entide  the 
Plaintiff  to  recover  in  an  action  of  tort,  is  not  correct. 
The  contrary  has  been  established  by  the  recent  case  of 
'  Marzetti  v.  Williams ;  and  that  is  not  a  new  decbion,  ibr 
it  has  always  been  holden,  that  when  an  action  arises 
substantially  on  a  contract,  any  breach  is  suffici^t  to 
entitle  the  Plaintiff  to  nominal  damages.  In  Greene* 
*\    Greenbank  {a)y   an  action   substantially  on  a  contradi 

{a)  %Marsbfifisn 

thonghf 
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tboughy  in  form,  on  a  tort,  it  was  held,  that  where  the        18S1. 
substantial  ground  of  action  was  contract^  the  Plaintiff 
could  not,  by  declaring  in  tort,  render  a  person  liable 
who  would  not  have  been  liable  on  his  promise.  J^^* 

Marzetti  v.    Williams^  however,   is   decisive  on  the 
point;  and  there  is  no  ground  for  the  distinction  which 
has  been  attempted  between  that  case  and  the  present, 
which  is  substantially  an   action  of  assumpsit,  and  in 
which  special  damage  has  actually  been  shewn.     I  do 
not  agree  in  the  position,  that  an  attorney  has  a  discretion 
to  put  in  no  plea  where  there  is  no  defence.    An  attorney 
k  bound  in  such  a   case  to  plead    the  general  issue, 
although  reprehensible  if  he  plead  one  of  those  affirm- 
atiyely  fiilse  statements  sometimes  termed  horse-pleas. 
^or  can  I  concur  in  what  has  been  dropped  on  the 
•object  of  prisoners'  pleading  not  guilty :  on  the  con- 
trary, I  approve  of  the  practice  of  exhorting  them  so  to 
plead;  for  a  prisoner,  unless  so  advised,  often  pleads 
guilty  to  an  offence  charged  as  capital,   which,   if  in- 
irestigated,  would  turn  out  to  be  of  a  less  aggravated 
nature,     llien,  although  it  has  been  contended,  that  it 
does  not  appear  but  that  Godefioy  was  consulted  as  to 
the  judgment  by  default,  the  contrary  may  be  collected 
fix>m  the  evidence:   the  rule,  therefore,   must,  be  dis- 
charged. 

Gaselee  J.  Marzetti  v.  Williams  is  not  a  single 
decision :  six  or  seven  authorities  are  cited  in  the  case, 
to  shew  that  a  plaintiff  may  recover  upon  the  breach  of 
an  express  or  implied  contract  without  shewing  special 
damage. 

If  the  third  count  in  this  declaration  be  defective,  the 
objection  is  on  the  face  of  the  record ;  but  it  appears  to 
toe  that  a  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment  would  be  un- 
successful; the  duty  of  the  Defendant  is  alleged  in  the 
^sual  way,  and  the  breach  of  it.  discloses  a  sufficient 
Qproand  of  action. 

Vol.  VIL  F  f  With 
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18S1*  With  regard  to  the  evidencei  it  is  impossible  for  os 

to  presume  that  the  judgment  by  de&ult  was  suffered 
with  the  concurrence  of  Godefrcjfy  when  Jay  is  proved 
to  have  said,  *^  I  can  set  it  aside  at  any  time ;"  aad 
there  is  no  evidence  to  shew  that  he  ever  dedtned  to 
defend  for  want  of  sufficient  instructions.  There  is  no 
weight  in  the  argument  that  it  is  the  du^  of  an  attonie^ 
not  to  plead  the  general  issue,  wb^re  he  has  no  defeoos 
to  the  action :  in  cases  where  the  defendant  admits  he 
has  no  defence,  it  is  every  day's  practice  to  plead  die 
general  issue,  in  order  that  the  damages  may  be  a^ 
certained  before  a  judge  of  assize,  instead  of  being  less 
perfectly  enquired  into  by  the  under-sherifi;  The  De- 
fendant Jay  should,  at  least,  have  attended  the  writ  of 
enquiry,  to  attempt  a  reduction  of  Dubois s  claim;  his 
neglect  in  that  matter  is  a  breach  of  du^^  for  which  die 
Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover. 

Alderson  J.  This  is  a  very  plain  case*  An  at- 
torney is  retained  to  defend  a  cause,  and  does  nothiDg; 
and  the  question  is,  whether  that  is  not  negligence  ftr 
which  he  is  responsible  to  his  client.  If  he  had  aof 
special  reason  which  would  justify  him  in  doing  nothingi 
it  was  for  him  to  shew  it  in  answer  to  this  action.  ^Vith 
respect  to  the  amount  of  damages,  it  was  not  fiir  die 
Plaintiff  Godejroy  to  shew,  in  this  action,  the  circoiD- 
stances  under  which  he  was  sued  by  Dubois.  If  there 
were  no  witnesses  of  the  occurrence  which  led  to  diit 
action,  it  would  have  been  impossible  for  him  to  do  so; 
and  if  Dubois  had  witnesses.  Jay  might  have  called  them 
to  establish  his  defence  in  this  action.  Negligence^  there* 
fore,  has  been  proved  against  him,  and  he  has  fiuled  to 
shew  that  it  was  immaterial  to  the  Plaintiff. 

Rule  dischaiiged. 
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Collins  and  Others  v.  Gwynne.  Jprii%o. 

T^EBT  on  the  following  bond :  —  By  43  G.  3. 

**  Know   all   men    by   these   presents,    That  we,  ^99*  the  bond 
"Richard  Bigg  the  younger,  of  the  parish  oiSt.  Matthew  commiMioncrs 
Beihnal  Greeny  in  the  county  of  Middlesex^  coal  mer-  by  a  collector 
chant,  Samuel  Cardozo  of  the  same  parish,  gentleman,  ^    ^*^. "  ^ 
and  Lawrence  Gwyine  of  Teignmotdh,  in  the  county  of  for  denumdixig 
Devon^  doctor  of  laws,  are  jointly  and  severally  held,  ^^^  5""*  *'^" 
and  firmly  bound  to  James  Collins^  John  Bumell^  and  provisions  of 
Joseph  Merceronj  esquires,  three  of  the  commissioners  the  act,  and 
appointed,  among  others,  for  putting  in  execution  the  ^^^^^  J"® 
several  acts  of  parliament  made,  and  now  in  force,  for  to  the  receiver- 
granting  an  aid  to  his  majesty  by  a  land-tax  for  the  &«n«^'  The 
•         r.i_  ■«»«         ir  •  !•  .  Defendant  wat 

service  ot  the  year  1828,  and  for  granting  to  his  majesty  sued  on  a  bond 

the  several  rates  and  duties  of  assessed  taxes,  acting  in  which  con- 

and  for  the  Tower  division,  within  tlie  said  county  of  ^^''^^   those 

*^         conditions^and 
Middlesex^  in  the  penal  sum  of  4048/.  of  lawful  money  also  a  con- 

of  Great  Britain^  current  in  Englandj  to  be  paid  to  the  ^"*°".  ^^^  *<^- 
said  James  Collms,  John  Burnellj  and  Joseph  Merceron,  paying  to  the 
some  or  one  of  them,  their,  some  or  one  of  their  certain  commissioners: 
attorney,  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns;  for  which  ,  *  *  ^  di 
payment,  well  and  truly  to  be  made,  we  bind  ourselves,  might  be  re- 
and  each  of  us  by  himself,  for  the  whole,  our,  and  every  j^ted  as  sur- 
of  our  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  firmly  by  ^^  not 'avoid 
these  presents.     Sealed  with  our  seals.    Dated  the  27th  the  bond. 
day  of  Augtisty  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1828." 

The  condition  being  set  out  on  oyer  was  as  follows: — 
**  Whereas  the  above  bounden  Richard  Bigg  hath  been 
duly  nominated  and  appointed  by  the  commissioners 
appointed  for  putting  in  execution  the  said  acts  of 
parliament,  within  the  said  division  and  county,  one  of 
the  collectors  of  the  rates  and  duties  above-mentioned, 
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f  ate^,  laid,  and  assessed  upon  the  parish  of  St.  Matthew^ 
Bethnal  Greeny  in  the  Tower  division,  in  the  coan^  of 
Middlesex  aforesaid,  for  the  year  1828,  ending  respect- 
ively the  25th  day  of  March  and  the  5th  day  of  April 
1829;  now  the  condition  of  this  obligation  is  such,  tba^ 
if  the  above  bounden  Richard  Bigg  do  and  shall  well 
and  faithfully  demand  and  collect  all  and  every  the  sum 
and  sums  of  money  in  the  said  assessments  charged  and 
specified,  of  the  respective  persons  from  whom  the  same 
shall  or  may  be  payable ;  and  shall  and  do,  in  case  of 
non-payment  thereof,  duly  enforce  the  powers  of  the 
said  acts  against  such  persons  who  may  make  default 
therein ;  and  also  well  and  truly  pay,  or  cause  to  be  paid, 
unto  the  receiver^general  of  the  said  taxes,  rates,  and 
duties  for  the  said  county  of  Middlesex,  all  such  sum  and 
sums  of  money  as  shall  come  to  the  hands  of  the  said 
Richard  Bigg  as  such  collector,  upon  the  days,  and  at 
the  times,  by  the  said  acts  appointed  for  the  paymoit 
thereof,  and  according  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of 
the  said  acts  ;  and  also  do  and  shall,  when  thereunto  re- 
quired, at  such  times  and  places  as  shall  be  appointed^ 
for  that  purpose,  give  and  render,  or  cause  to  be  givem. 
and  rendered,  unto  the  commissioners  appointed  or  to 
be  appointed  to  put  the  said  acts  in  execution,  or  to  any 
two  of  them,  a  just  and  true  account  in  writing  of  all 
such  sum  and  sums  of  money  which  he  the  said  Richard 
Bigg  shall  have  collected  and  received  by  virtue  or  on 
account  of  the  said  assessments ;   and  shall  forthwith 
pay  and  deliver  the  same  unto  the  said  commissioners, 
or  any  two  of  them,  or  unto  such  person  or  persons  as 
they,  or  any  two  or  more  shall  appoint,  then  this  obli- 
gation to  be  void,  or  else  to  remain  in  full  force  and 
effect." 

Breach,  that  the  Defendant  did  not  demand  and  col- 
lect; did  not. enforce  the  act;  did  not  pay  to  the  re- 
ceiver-general, or  account  to  the  commissioners. 
'     To  which  the  Defendant  pleaded,    first,  that  the 

Plaintiffi 
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Plaintiffs  were  not  damnified ;  secondly,  that  if  damni- 
fied, they  were  damnified  by  their  own  wrong. 

To  these  pleas  there  was  a  special  demurrer,  in  sup- 
port of  which. 


Collins 

V. 
GWYMNE. 


Taddy  Serjt.  alleged  that  this  was  not  an  indemnity 
bond,  and  therefore  the  pleas  were  ill  (a), — when  it  ap- 
peared that  the  Defendant  excepted  to  the  declaration^ 
and 

Wilde  Serjt,  on  his  behalf,  contended  that  the  bond  was 
▼oid.  The  obligors  describe  themselves  as  acting  under 
two  different  statutes,  —  the  assessed  tax  act,  48  G.  S. 
c  99.,  and  the  land  tax  act,  38  G.  S.  r.  5.  s^2 1  •  It  does  not 
appear  that  the  same  body  of  commissioners  is  empowered 
to  carry  both  those  acts  into  effect,  although  they  are  to 
be  qualified  in  the  same  way ;  and  the  conditions  and 
amount  of  penalty  imposed  on  collectors  by  the  land  tax 
act  differ  from  those  imposed  by  the  assessed  tax  act.  {b) 

There 


(a)  X  Wms.  Sound,  z;.  n.(i.) 

\b)   By  43  G.  3*   f.99.  J.  4. 

it  is  enacted,  ^  That  no  person 

iball  act  as  a  commissioner  in  the 

execution  of  any  act  or  acts  before 

mentioned  unless  such  person  shall 

be  duly  qualified  as  required  by 

an  act  passed  in  the  thirty-eighth 

^ear  of  the  reign  of  his  present 

majesty,  intituled  An  Act  to  alter 

and  amend  so  much  of  an  act 

passed  in  the  present  session  of 

parliament,  intituled  An  Act  for 

granting  an  aid  to  bis  majesty 

by  a  land'tax  to  he  raised  in 

Great  Britain  for  the  service  of 

tbe  year  1798,  as  relates  to  the 

qualification  of  commissioners :" 

And  by  section  13.  <*  That  such 

persons  as  shall  be  presented  to 

the  said  commissioners  as  before 

directed  to  be  collectors}  shall*  if 

Ff 


required  so  to  do,  give  good  and 
sufficient  security  to  any  two, or 
more  of  such  commissioners,  equal 
to  the  amount  of  the  whole  duty 
and  sum  and  sums  of  money 
assessed  on  and  to  be  collected  in 
each  district  or  place  as  aforesaid 
by  such  collectors  respectively^  for 
their  duly  paying  such  monies  as^ 
tessed  as  aforesaid^  as  sball  come 
to  their  bands^  and  for  tbeir  duly 
demanding  tbe  sums  assessed  of 
tbe  respective  persons  from  wbom 
tbe  same  are  payable;  and  in  case 
of  nonpayment  tbereof  tbeir  duly 
enforcing  tbe  po*wers  of  tbis  act 
against  such  who  make  default; 
which  securicy  the  said  com- 
missionersy  or  any  two  or  more 
of  them»  are  hereby  authorized 
and  empowered  to  take*  by  a 
joint  and  several  bond»  with  two 

3  soretict 
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There  should  have  been  a  separate  bond  under  each  act 
At  all  events,  the  payment  of  the  money  collected  is 
to  be  made  to  the  receiver-general  of  the  county,  and 
not  to  the  commissioners.  A  bargain  between  the  col- 
lector and  commissioners,  to  pay  to  the  commissionersi 
would  be  a  breach  of  duty  in  both ;  tiie  latter  branch 
of  the  condition,  therefore,  being  to  that  effect,  the  bond 
is  void. 


Taddy.  By  sect.  1 3.  of  the  assessed  tax  act,  it  is  required 
that  the  collector's  bond  shall  be  conditioned  for  payment 
of  the  monies  that  come  to  their  hands ;  for  demanding  the 
sums  charged ;  and  for  duly  enforcing  the  provisions  of 
the  act     Those  conditions  the  bond  has ;  and  the  addi- 
tion of  the  condition  to  pay  to  the  commissioners,  which 
is  repugnant  and  absurd,  and  has  crept  in  by  mistake^ 
will  not  vitiate  the  whole  bond.     The  bond  is  only  void 
for  the  excess.      In  Collins  v.  Blantem  (a)    fVUmoi  J. 
says — "  It  is  said  tlie  statute  is  like  a  tyrant, — where  he 
comes  he  makes  all  void  ;  but  the  common  law  is  like  a 
nursing  father,  —  makes  only  void  that  part  where  the& 
fault   is,   and  preserves  all   the   rest''      In  Norton  v. 
Simmes  {b)  it  was  held,  that  in  a  bond  conditioned  for  the 
performance  of  covenants,  some  of  which  were  void,  and 
some  not,  the  objection  stands  good  for  the  covenants 
that  are  good,  but  not  for  the  others. 


sureties  at  the  least*  to  and  in  the 
names  of  any  two  or  more  of 
such  commissioners,  in  such  penal 
sum  as  aforesaid,  and  with  a  con- 
dition thereto  to  the  effect  before 
mentioned/' 

And  by  38  G,  3.  c.  5.  j.  ai.  it 
is  enacted,  <<  That  such  persons 
as  shall  be  nominated  as  before 
directed  to  be  collectors,  shall,  if 
required  so  to  do,  give  good  and 
sufficient  security  to  any  three  or 
{a)  iWiU.zHT^- 


more  of  the  comnoissioners  ap« 
pointed  for  carrying  this  act  into 
execution,  equal  to  the  aroottot 
of  the  whole  rate  to  be  collected 
in  such  district,  for  tbeir  dufy 
paying  to  the  receiver^general 
jucb  monies  eusessed  as  aforf 
said  as  sbali  come  to  their 
hands;  which  security  the  said 
commissioners,  or  any  three  or 
more  of  them,  are  hereby  autho* 
rized  and  empowered  to  take.*' 
(b)  Hob.  14. 
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TiNDAL  C.  J.  It  appears  to  me  that  judgment  must 
36  given  for  the  Plaintiff  on  these  pleas.  The  question, 
lowever,  does  not  turn  so  much  on  the  pleas  as  on  the 
xmd.  The  rule  of  law  is,  that  if  a  bond  be  conditioned 
or  the  performance  of  a  thing  malum  in  se^  or  against 
i  positive  law,  not  only  is  the  condition  void,  but  the 
NMod  also;  and  the  question  is,  whether  the  condition  of 
his  bond  is  for  the  performance  of  a  thing  malum  in  sf, 
)r  contrary  to  the  statute  under  which  the  bond  is  taken. 
[f  the  condition  had  been  solely  to  pay  the  commis- 
ioners,  it  would  have  imported  an  illegal  act,  and  the 
ftmd  would  have  been  void.  But  it  becomes  unneces- 
Biy  to  consider  that,  because  there  is  a  separate  condi- 
um  under  which  the  obligor  is  to  pay  to  the  receiver- 
general.  I  cannot  see  why  we  are  to  call  in  aid  a 
listinct  condition,  which  may  be  illegal,  to  vitiate  that 
rhich  is  clearly  legal.  The  amount  of  penalty  pre- 
cribed  by  the  statute  is  only  directory. 


4*7 
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Park  J.  concurred. 

Gaselee  J.  It  appears  on  the  declaration  that  the 
x>mmissioners  under  both  acts  are  the  same.  There  is 
QO  provbion  in  the  act  that  the  bond  shall  be  taken  in 
my  particular  form,  and  the  condition  to  pay  to  the 
commissioners  does  not  render  the  whole  bond  void. 
In  Newjnan  v.  Nervoman  (a),  Lord  EUenborough  C.  J.  said, 
^  Admitting  the  condition  of  the  bond  to  be  ill  as  to 
one  part  of  it,  it  seems  that  it  may  be  well  as  to  the 
other  parts ;  for  you  may  separate  at  the  common  law 
the  bad  from  the  good." 

Alderson  J.  concurring,  the  Court  gave 

Judgment  for  the  Plaintiffi. 


(a)  aM.^S.  66. 

Ff  4 


428 


CASES  IK  EASTER  TERM 


1831. 


Jpril  \Z. 

The  accept- 
ance was 
written  on  a 
bill  of  ex- 
change before 
the  bill  was 
drawn.     The 
declaration 
described  the 
transaction  in 
the  usual  order 
of  time;  the 
drawing  first» 
and  then  the 
acceptance: 
Heldy  no 
variance. 


MoLLOY  V.  Delves. 

INDORSEE  against  acceptor.     The  decIaratioDi  in 
the  usual  form,  alleged  tlie  bill  to  have  been  dnwn 
and  then  accepted :  at  the  trial,  it  was  proved  that  the 
acceptance  was  written  before  the  bill  had  been  drawn. 
A  verdict  having  been  found  for  the  Plaintifl^ 

E.  Lmoes  Serjt  moved  to  set  it  aside,  and  enter  t 
nonsuit  on  the  ground  of  a  variance,  admitting  that  the 
Plaintiff  might  have  recovered  if  the  transaction  bad 
been  described  in  the  declaration  accordmg  to  the 
fact    But 

The  Court  at  once  overruled  the  objection,  and 
E.  Lames 

Took  nothing. 


Jtprill6* 


Thurgood  V.  Richardson  and  Another. 


I.  A  landlord    nPHIS  was  an  action  against  the  sheriff,  for  levying  m 

who  sued  a  execution  on  the  goods  of  a  tenant  of  the  Plaintiff, 

•hen/r  for  not  ... 

reserving  a        dt  the  suit  of  a  third  person,  without  retaining  a  yeai^s 

year's  rent  on    ^ent  which  the  sheriff  had  been  apprized  was  due  from 
affainst  a  ^^^  tenant  to  the  Plaintiff.    The  declaration  stated,  that 

tenant*  re- 
leased the  rent  after  the  jury  were  sworn,  to  make  the  tenant  a  witness : 

Held,  that  he  was  not  thereby  precluded  from  recovering  against  the  sheriff  tk 
amount  of  the  rent. 

1.  The  statute  ii  G.  i.  c,  19.  which  gives  the  landlord  an  action  against  the  sheriff 
in  such  a  case,  applies  to  the  case  of  lessee  and  under-tenant>  as  well  as  to  the  cue 
of  landloid  and  lessee. 

one 
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one  John  Perry  held^  used,  occupied,  and  enjoyed  cer-        1831. 

tain  rooms  and  apartments  and  premises  in  and  parcel    ^     ' 
c  •  .  .  Thurqood 

of  a  certain  messuage  or  dwelling-house,  with  the  ap-  ^. 

purtenances,  as  tenant  thereof  to  the  Plaintiff,  at  and   Richardsdn. 
under  a  certain  rent  or  sum  of  money  therefore  pay- 
able bj  the  tenant  to  the  Plaintiff  for  the  same,  to  wit^ 
a^  &c. ;  and  that  theretofore,  to  wit,  on,  &c.  a  large 
sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  361.  for  and  on  ac- 
count of  the  rent  so   payable  by  the  said  tenant  to 
the  Plaintiff  for  the  rooms  and  apartments  and  pre- 
mises for  a  long  time,  to  wit,  for  one  year,  of  the  said 
tenancy,  which  ended  at  and  upon  that  day,  became 
and  was  due  and  payable,  and  continually  from  thence 
liitherto  had  been  and  still  was  in  arrear  and  unpaid, 
to  wit,  at,  &c. :  that  the  said  sum  of  36/.  of  the  rent 
so    being  in  arrear  and    unpaid  by  the  said  tenant 
to  the  Plaintiff  as  aforesaid,  afterwards,   to  wit,   on^ 
&e«  at,  &c,  the  Defendants,  then  being  sheriff  of  the 
county  of  Middlesex^  by  virtue  and  under  pretence  of  a 
certain  writ  of  execution,  to  wit,  Fijian  faciaSy  against 
the  said   tenant  at  the   suit   of  one   George  Humbert 
sione  Mitchelmore^  out  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench 
before  that  time  sued  forth  and  prosecuted,   and  di- 
rected to  the  sheriff  of  the  said  county  of  Middlesex^ 
took  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  John  Perryj 
then  being  in  the  said  rooms  and  apartments  and  pre- 
mises, with  the  appurtenances,  so  in  the  tenure  and  occu- 
pation of  the  said  John  Peiry  as  tenant  thereof  as  afore- 
said, to  a  large  amount,  to  wit,  beyond  the  amount  of 
the  said  arrears  of  rent  so  due  and  owing  from  the  said 
tenant  to  the  Plaintiff,  that  is  to  say,  to  the  amount  of 
40/.    And  the  Plaintiff  further  said,  that  after  the  taking 
of  the  goods  and  chattels  so  being  in  the  said  rooms 
and  apartments  and  premises,  witli  the  appurtenances 
as  aforesaid,  and  before  the  removal  of  the  same  under 

pretence 
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pretence  of  the  said  writ,  that  is  to  say,  on,  &c.  at,  &c. 
the  Plaintiff  gave  notice  to  the  Defendants  so  being  the 
Q^  said  sheriff,  of  the  aforesaid  rent  so  being  due  and  in 

Richardson,  arrear  to  the  Plaintiff  from  the  said  tenant  as  sfixe- 
said,   and  then   and  there  requested  the  Defendsots, 
that   he  the  Plaintiff  might  be  paid  his  rent  so  doe, 
in    arrear,  and   unpaid  as  aforesaid,  before   the  said 
goods  and  chattels,  or  any  part  thereof,  should  be 
removed  from  or  out  of  the  said  rooms  and  apart- 
ments and  premises,  with  the  appurtenances :  yet  the 
Defendants,   well    knowing  the  premises,  but  not  re- 
garding the  duty  of  their  said  oiBce,   nor  the  statute 
in  such  case  made  and  provided,  but  contriving  an^ 
wrongfully   and   deceitfully  intending  to  deceive  ao^ 
defraud  the  Plaintiff  in  that  respect  of  the  said  leot 
so  due  to  him  as  aforesaid,  and  of  his  the  PluntiflP^s 
remedy   for   the  recovery   thereof,   under  colour  and 
pretence  of  the   said    writ,   to   wit,   on,   &c.  at^  Sec 
wrongfully,    injuriously,   and   deceitfully  removed  and 
carried  away  the  said  goods  and  chattels  so  taken  a» 
aforesaid  from  and  out  of  the  said  rooms  and  apartmeoti 
and  premises,  with  the  appurtenances,  so  holden  by  tbe 
said  tenant,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  radi 
case  made  and  provided,  without  paying  or  satisfyiif 
the  Plaintiff  the  said  rent  so  due  and  owing  and  i 
arrear  to  him  as  aforesaid,  or  any  part  thereof:  tf 
the  Plaintiff  further  said,  that  he  had  not  at  any  ti 
since  been  paid  or  satisfied  the  said  rent,  or  any 
thereof,  but  the  same  and  every  part  thereof  wss 
in  arrear,   and  unpaid   from   the   said   tenant  t 
Plaintiff,  whereby  he  the  Plaintiff  had  been  an 
deprived  of  the  benefit  of  a  distress  for  the  n 
and  satisfaction  of  the  said  rent  so  due  and  owi 
was  in  great  danger  of  losing  the  same,  to  wit,  t 
At  the  trial  before  Tindal  C.  J^  Middlesex 
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after  Hilary  term,  it  appeared  that  the  PlaintiiF  was       18S1. 

lessee  for  years  of  a  house,  two  rooms  of  which  he  had    J,~  ^ 

J    1  1.  .  .  1    ,  Thurgooo 

underlet  to  the  tenant  in  question,  and  the  tenant  was  ^^ 

called  as  a  witness  for  the  Plaintiff,  when,  it  being  ob-  Rkmardsoh. 

jected  that  he  was  interested,   the  Plaintiff,   after  the 

joxy  were  sworn,  gave  him  a  general  release. 

A  verdict  was  thereupon  obtained  for  the  amount  of 

the  rent  claimed,  with  leave  for  the  Defendants  to  move 

to  enter  a  verdict  for  nominal  damages  instead,  on  the 

ground  that  the  Plaintiff,  having  released  his  demand 

fcr  rent,  had  no  longer  any  claim  against  the  sheriff. 

jE.  Lttnes  Serjt.  now  moved  accordingly,  suggesting 

that  the  release  amounted  to  the  same  thing  as  if  the 

tenant  had  paid  the  rent  in  court,  in  which  case  it  would 

liaTe  been  impossible  to  contend  that  the  Plaintiff  could 

proceed  for  damages. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.     It  seems  to  me  that  there  is  no  ground 
lor  this   application.      This   is   an   action  against  the 
sheriff  for  a  breach  of  duty,  in  not  reserving  for  the 
landlord  a  year's  rent  upon  an  execution  levied  against 
his  tenant.     If  the  tenant   had   paid   the   rent  subse*- 
qaently  to  the  action,  the  landlord  would  have  been 
entitled  to  nominal  damages  only ;  and  the  question  is, 
whether  a  release  given  to  the  tenant  after  the  jury  were 
sworn  is  equivalent  to  the  payment  of  rent.     We  must 
look  to  the  substance  of  the  transaction.     It  is  the  mis- 
conduct of  the  Defendant  which  renders  the  release 
Decessary,  and  the  release  does  not  prejudice  him  in 
4iiy  respect     The  verdict  therefore  ought  to  stand. 

Park  J.  The  release  was  extorted  by  the  Defend- 
Unt  after  the  action  had  been  rendered  necessary  by  his 
itiiaconduct     It  would  be  gross  injustice  if  he  could  so 

^nde  the  verdict. 

Gaselee 
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1831.  Gaselee  and  Alderson  J.  J*  concurred. 

Thuroood 

^.  E.  Lowes  then  moved,  in  arrest  of  judgment,  that  the 

Richardson,  statute  which  enables  the  landlord  to  claim  a  yearns  rent 

of  the  sheriff,  II  G. 2.  c.  19.  s,  19.,  and  which  is  not  to 

be  extended   in    construction,    Hoskins  v.  Knight  {a\ 

applies  only  to  the  case  of  an  immediate  tenant,  upon 

an  original  demise  of  entire  premises,  and  not  to  the 

case  of  an  under-tenant ;  otlierwise  a  lessee,  by  subletting 

to  a  number  of  separate  occupiers,  might  defeat  as  many 

executions  as  he  had  rooms  in  his  house. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.     He  can  only  have  one  year's  rent  or* 
the  whole  house,  although  let  out  in  separate  rooms;  so^ 
that  there  is  no  hardship  on  judgment  creditors;  and  hi^ 
position  is  in  no  respect  altered,  because  he  can  only  hav^ 
against  each  separate  execution  the  rent  of  the  tenaca^ 
against  whom  it  is  levied.    It  would  be  a  very  narro' 
construction  of  the  act,  if  we  were  to  confine  it  to 
case  of  an  original  demise  of  entire  premises*     Ay^^ 
though  it  appears  on  the  record  that  the  taking  here  vvit^ 
only  of  part  of  a  messuage,  the  jury  were  satisfied  at  tiic 
trial  that  it  was  a  separate  taking. 

Rule  refiised, 

{a)  1  M.^S.  245. 


r 


)< 

^ 


r' 
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Dean  and  Chapter  of  Ely  v.  Caldecott.  jpniiz. 

ASSUMPSIT  for  copyhold  fines.     The  question  was,  a  book  in 
whether,  a  fine  having  been  paid  by  a  tenant  for  life,  ^^^^h  the 
loCher  fine  was  payable  by  the  remainder-man  in  respect  j^^noe  entered 
'tbe  same  property  when  he  came  into  possession.  the  fines  as- 

At  the  trial  before  JIderson  J.,  last  Suffolk  assizes,  the  ^^'  *f^ 
laiotifl^  to  prove  the  payment  of  fines  by  remainder-  as  those  un- 
eOf  proposed  to  give  in  evidence  a  book  in  the  pos-  P**^»  Held, 
nion  of  the  steward   of  the  manor,  which  he  had  f^^  the  lord  of 
ceived  from  his  predecessor  many  years  before,  and  the  manor,  to 
bich  had  always  been  kept  with  the  other  muniments  giT^iJId^been 

the  lord  of  the  manor.     This  book  contained  entries  paid,  although 

'  all  fines  assessed,  whether  paid  or  not  paid:  it  was  ™«teward 

had  received  it 
oessible  to  the  copyholders  at  large ;  but  the  steward  ffoiQ  ]^  p^^ 

ide  up  a  second  book  at  the  end  of  each  year,  in  deces8or,and 

U€h  he  entered  the  fines  which  he  had  received.  ^^^  ^^  ^  ^^ 

Tbe  learned  Judge  declined  to  receive  the  book  in  tenants. 

idence.     A  verdict  was  found  for  the  Plaintiffs,  sub- 

:t  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  on  a  special  case;  but 

Siorks  Serjt.,  in  the  mean  time,  with  a  view  to  get 
itries  from  this  book  introduced  into  the  case,  moved 
r  a  new  trial  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiffi»,  on  the  ground 
lat  the  book  had  been  improperly  rejected.  He  con- 
aided,  that  it  ought  to  have  been  received,  as  an  ancient 
ocument  coming  from  the  proper  custody ;  as  a  public 
riting,  accessible  to  all  the  tenants  of  the  manor ;  as  a 
»cord  of  the  manor  court ;  and  as  containing  entries 
dverse  to  the  interest  of  the  steward,  who,  after  entering 
16  fines,  was  bound  to  account  for  them. 

TiNDAL 
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Dean  and 

Chapter  of 

Ely 

CaLdeoott. 


TiNDAL  C.  J.  I  think  the  book  in  question  was  pro- 
perly rejected.  It  appeared  to  be  a  book  in  which 
entries  were  made  of  assessments  of  fines,  as  well  of 
those  which  were  paid  as  of  those  which  were  mpaid; 
and  it  was  proposed  to  give  it  in  eridence  to  proie  the 
payment  of  fines.  But  how  are  we  to  say,  whether  the 
fines  were  ever  paid  or  not?  The  evidence  is  pndj 
conjectural.  Nor  can  it  be  said  that  the  book  ocmtains 
evidence  of  the  steward's  having  chai^ged  himself;  fiirit 
appears  he  made  up  a  second  book  at  the  end  of  eadi 
year,  in  which  he  put  down  the  fines  which  had  beea 
actually  paid.  It  would  be  exceedingly  dangerous  to 
admit  the  book  iii  question ;  for  if  it  were  admissibly  i 
steward  might,  by  a  series  of  entries,  increase  the  extent 
of  the  tenants'  liability. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred,  and  Storh 

Took  nodiiiig. 


jipril  30. 


PoPKiNS,  Gent.  One,  &c.  v.  Smith. 


Where  an 
irregularity  in 
process  is 
amendable  as 
of  course,  the 
Court  will  not 
set  aside  the 
process^  even 
though  it  be 
by  attachment 
of  priyilege. 


OPANKIE  Serjt.  had  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  set  aride 
the  attachment  of  privilege  and  bail-bond  in  this 
case,  for  the  irregularity  of  not  having  fifteen  days  be- 
tween teste  and  return. 


Andrews  Seijt.  shewed  cause.  This  is  a  defect  whidi 
the  Court  has  frequently  amended:  Davis  v.  Owen{a), 
TidiTs  Practice^  153.  and  the  cases  there  cited:  and 
where  amendment  is  a  matter  of  course,  the  Court  wiH 
not  set  aside  the  proceedings.     Walker  v.  Hawkey.  Q) 


(a)  X  jB.  &  P.  343. 


{h)  s  Tauwt.  853. 


Spenkii 
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Spankie  relied  on  the  circumstance,  that  the  cases 
:itKl  were  cases  of  common  process,  whereas  the  process 
lere  was  by  attachment  of  privilege ;  but 

The  Court  discharged  the  rule,  and  permitted  the 
Plaintiff  to  amend  without  costs;  intimating,  at  the  same 
imey  that  wherever  proceedings  were  amendable  as  of 
x>urse,  applications  to  set  them  aside  for  informalities 
vould  be  fruitless. 

Rule  discharged. 


Masterman  and  Others  «;.  Malin. 

'pHE  Plaintiffs  having  been  nonsuited  in  this  cause, 
and  costs  having  been  taxed  for  the  Defendant, 
Andrews  Serjt.  moved  that  the  Plaintiffs  might  be  at 
ibeity  to  set  them  off  against  costs  to  be  taxed  for  the 
EHaintifis  in  a  cause  of  Doe  d.  Masterman  and  Others  v. 
Maliuj  in  which  the  lessors  of  the  Plaintiff  had  obtained 
I  verdict,  but  which  was  now  awaiting  the  consideration 
if  this  Court  under  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial. 

JBompas  Serjt,  who  shewed  cause>  contended,  that  the 
iQthorities  were  all  against  such  an  application,  and 
that  no  special  reason,  such  as  the  insolvency  of  the 
c^posite  party,  or  the  like,  had  been  assigned  for  it ; 
apon  which, 


jfyrilis* 

Though  the 
Court  will  not 
set  oflTprobable 
costs  against 
costs  actually 
taxed,  yet 
where  the 
cause  in  which 
probable  costs 
are  expected 
is  near  de- 
cision, iembltf 
they  will  tut* 
pend  exe- 
cution for  the 
actual  costs. 


The  Court  called  on 


Andrews^  for  an  authority  in  support  of  his  motion; 
which  as  he  was  unable  to  furnish,  the  rule  was 

Discharged. 
Andrem 
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1831.  JndretDs  afterwards  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  suspend 

*—  ^  execution  for  these  costs  till  tlie  Court  should  have 

^^  come  to  a  decision  on  the  rule  for  a  new  trial  in  Doe  d. 

Malin*  Mastemuzn  and  Others  v.  Malin ;  against  which, 

Maj  %.  Bompas  now  shewed  cause,  and  relied  on  the  pre- 

ceding decision,  contending  that  the  present  application 
was,  in  effect,  the  same  as  the  former ;  but 

The  Courts  having  now  before  them  the  Judge's  report 
in  Doe  d.  Mastetman  and  Olliers  v.  Malin^  said  that  thqr 
.  were  ready  to  proceed  at  once  with  the  hearing  of  that, 
cause,  and  that  a  brief  suspension  of  the  applicant*^ 
right  to  costs  did  not  fall  within  the  reason  of  the  de— . 
cision  on  the  former  rule:  they  appeared  disposed., 
therefore,  to  make  this  rule  absolute,  when 


Bompas  read  an  affidavit,  from  which  it  appeared 
the  costs  in  question  had  actually  been  levied  undeK"  wl 
ca.  sa,f  and  with  the  assent  and  authority  of  Mastemm^^^wt 
himself:  whereupon  the  rule  was 


IN  THE  First  Year  op  WILLIAM  IV.  4S7 

1831. 


Thwaites  v.  Sainsbur;y.  ^  *• 

ISUMPSIT  for  goods  sold  and  delivered.  Where  at  the 

Plea,  non-assitmpsit.  ^^  ^''^  ^^  * 

CSI118C  in  SIS* 

.t  the  trial,  proof  having  been  given  of  the  safe  aind  ^umpsit,  the 
rery  of  the  goods,  the  defence  set  up  was,  that  the  question 

miff  had  subsequently  received  in  full  for  his  de-  ^^^^"^  ^^^ 

'  •'  parties  under 

d  three  bills  of  exchange  accepted  by  Leigh  Hunt^  the  general 

Clarke  ;  that  he  had  taken  these  bills  on  his  own  ^'^J**  "  *" 

►  and  had  released  the  Defendant  from  all  responsi-  juced  to  a 

jr  in  respect  of  them.     This  was  the  6nly  question  single  point,- 

16  cause.     The  bills,  when  due,  were  dishonoured,  ^  ^    o""^»  "* 

'  '  '  granting  a 

were  of  no  value  whatever.  new  trial  on 

.  terdict  was  found  for  the  Plaintiff;  which  ^^^  g™""^ 

that  the  ver- 
dict is  against 

pankie  Seijt.  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside,  on  the  evidence,  will' 

ind  that  it  was  contrary  to  the  evidence;^  against    ^".."      ^  , 

2b  cause  was  shewn  by  point  inves- 

tigated at  thr 

hnes  Seijt.,  when  the  Court  proposed  to  grant  a  new 
1,  but  to  limit  the  enquiry  to  the  single  question, 
tther  the  Plaintiff  had  agreed  to  take  the  bills  on  his 
I  risk,  expressly  releasing  the  Defendant  from  any 
ponsibility. 

*pankie  Serjt  objected,  that  the  Court,  in  the  exercise 
ts  discretion  as  to  granting  a  new  trial,  had  seldom 
lever  restricted  a  party  in  this  way  to  a  single  point 
enquiry ;  and  he  prayed  to  be  allowed,  as  usual,  to' 
to  trial  again  generally,  without  restriction ;  but 

Thi  Court  observing,  that  in  causes  where  the  defence 
i  Set  out  in  pleading,  the  parties  would,  on  a  second 
^OL.  VIL  G  g  trial^. 
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1831.       trialy  be  necessarily  confined  to  the  issues  which  were 
1.     '      '     on  the  record  at  the  first  trial,  and  that  it  was  expedi- 
^,  ent  the  same  course  should  be  pursued  where  a  parti- 

Sainsbury.  cular  line  of  defence  had  been  relied  on  under  the 
general  issue,  imposed  that  condition  on  the  Defendant, 
and  made  his  rule  for  a  new  trial  absolute  on  the  fol- 
lowing terms :  —  Payment  of  costs ;  bringing  into  court 
the  money  sought  to  be  recovered ;  and  limiting  die 
enquiry  on  the  new  trial  to  the  single  point,  whether  the 
Plaintiff  had  agreed  to  take  the  bills  on  his  own  riik, 
expressly  releasing  the  Defendant  from  any  respoDft* 
bility. 

Rule  absolute  acoordingl;. 


Maj  3.         Cook  and  Another,  Assignees  of  Bakeb,  a 

Bankrupt,  v.  Rogers. 

I.  Where  a  ASSUMPSIT  for  money  had  and  received ;  and  dw 
a  payn)cn™to  ^  question  was,  whether  the  Defendant  had  obtained  it 

Defendant  on  by  fraudulent  preference,  or  by  a  compulsory  payment? 
Uie  eve  of  j^^  January  1829,  Baker^  the  bankrupt,  purchased  of 

as  be  said,  and  ^'^^  Defendant  a  shop  and  good-will  at  Birmingham  for 
asdrcum-  a  considerable  sum,  600/.  of  which,  at  the  time  of  die 
cated  to  "  demands  hereinafter  mentioned,  remained  to  be  paidibr 
benefit  the        by  a  bill  at  six  months,  drawn  by  Baker  and  accepted  by 

Defendant,  j^jg  f^^j^^^.  ^he  bill  bore  date  the  26th  of  Mardu  and 
Held,  that  the  ,  ,      i  i      r  n  t 

assignee  might  ^&s  payable  the  29th  of  September. 

recover  the  Baker  having  set  up  business  with  scarcely  any  capi- 

amount  of  the    ^  ,     r  l*  i      .i     •      .i^  i 

Defendant        ^^  ^^  "*^  ^^"»  ^^^  ^^^y  shortly  in  the  most  desperate 

noturithstand- 

ing  the  Defendant  adduced  evidence  to  shew  that  he  had  pressed  for  payment,  aii 

had  threatened  to  arrest  the  bankrupt. 

%,  Notwithstanding  such  a  threat,  the  motives  and  state  of  mind  of  the  baniainit 
at  the  time  of  payment  may  properly  be  left  to  the  jury,  upon  a  queation  whether 
the  payment  was  voluntary  or  compulaory. 

circQBi' 
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arcomstahces ;  and  by  the  18th  of  September,  after  1881. 
mmerons  applications,  several  writs  were  out  against 
lim,  upon  one  of  which  he  had  been  arrested,  and 
tailed.  On  the  evening  of  that  day  he  was  to  receive 
I  sum  of  money  for  some  property  he  had  sold  to  meet 
minediate  exigencies,  when  the  Defendant,  who  had 
lefore  threatened  to  arrest  him  if  the  600/L  bill  were  not 
laid  when  due,  came,  and,  as  the  Defendant's  witnesses 
bposed,  again  threatened  to  arrest  both  him  and  his 
kther.  The  money  not  being  paid,  the  Defendant 
mme  again  on  the  morning  of  the  19th,  and  said  he 
foutd  be  fooled  no  longer,  when  Baker  paid  him  the 
lOO/.,  by  a  bill  for  235/.,  and  400/.  in  money,  being  part 
yf  the  sum  which  he,  Bakery  had  received  the  day  before 
Tom  the  sale  of  his  property.  This  payment,  however, 
iid  not  relieve  Baker  from  his  difficulty,  or  render  it 
die  more  probable  that  he  should  continue  his  business. 
On  the  evening  of  the  19th  he  committed  an  act  of 
bankruptcy,  and  on  the  SOth  a  commission  was  sued  out 
igainst  him. 

Being  called  as  a  witness  on  the  trial,  be  stated,  that 
Ins  paid  the  money  to  secure  his  father,  and  at  the  same 
dme  to  benefit  the  Defendant ;  that  he  had  no  recollec- 
tion of  any  threat;  and  if  any  had  been  used,  it  would 
have  had  no  effect  on  him  ;  that  he  was  not  exactly  ac- 
quainted with  the  state  of  his  accounts,  and  did  not  then 
contemplate  bankruptcy,  but,  perhaps,  a  composition 
with  his  creditors;  afterwards,  however,  on  that  day^  he 
«ru  advised  to  become  bankrupt. 

Tindal  C.  J.  told  the  jury  to  consider,  first,  whether, 
at  the  time  of  the  payment.  Baker  had  in  contemplation 
the  breaking  up  of  his  afiairs  by  bankruptcy;  and, 
leeondly,  whether  the  payment  was  made  voluntarily, 
or  in  consequence  of  any  threat  from  the  Defendant : 
and  with  a  view  to  assist  them  in  the  determination  of 
these  questions,  he  directed  them  to  consider  what  was 

G  g  2  passing 
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18S1.  passing  in  the  bankrupt's  mind  at  the  time  of  the  pay-' 

^■*^^^*"*^  ment,   and   the   motives    by   which   he   was   probably 

^.  actuated. 
Rogers^  A  verdict  having  been  found  for  the  Plaintifl&, 

Adams  Serjt.  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground 
that  the  jury  had  been  misdirected,  and  that  the  verdict 
was  against  evidence.  What  passed  in  the  mind  of  the 
bankrupt,  and  the  motives  by  which  he  was  actuated, 
were,  in  this  case,  altogether  immaterial :  the  Defendant 
having  exercised  due  diligence,  and  having  resorted 
even  to  threats  to  obtain  his  money,  the  payment  by  the 
bankrupt  must  be  considered  a  compulsory,  and,  there- 
fore, a  valid  payment.  The  negligent  creditor  woold 
be  placed  in  as  good  a  situation  as  the  diligent,  and  it 
would  be  fruitless  to  obtain  payment  by  threat  of  prO' 
cess,  or  even  by  process  itself  if,  notwithstanding  such 
manifest  compulsion,  the  bankrupt  could  defeat  the 
payment  by  a  statement  of  his  motives  or  intentions. 
Either  the  Plaintiff  should  have  been  nonsuited,  or  the 
jury  should  have  been  told  that  in  point  of  law  this  was 
a  payment  by  compulsion.  In  Bayley  v.  Ballard  (a), 
where  a  trader,  in  contemplation  of  bankruptcy,  and 
without  solicitation,  put  three  checks  into  the  bands  of 
his  clerk,  to  be  delivered  to  a  creditor  at  the  counting- 
house  of  the  latter,  but  before  they  were  delivered,  the 
creditor  called  upon  the  trader,  and  demanded  payment 
of  his  debt;  it  was  held,  that  the  intention  to  give  a 
voluntary  preference  not  being  consummated,  that  was 
a  valid  payment.  In  Hartshome  v.  Sloddm  (6),  a  debtor, 
at  the  instance  of  his  creditor,  gave  goods  out  of  his  slwp 
in  part  payment  of  a  bond  not  then  due,  and  shortly 
afterwards  became  bankrupt ;  it  was  held,  that  the  mere 
circumstance  of  the  bond  not  being  due  would  not  alone 

vitiate 
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itiate  the  part-payment  on  the  ground  of  fraudulent 
reference ;  and  Lord  Alvanley  C,  J.  said,  "  It  is  not 
ifficient  to  avoid  the  delivery  of  goods  by  a  trader  that  '^t;. 
ich  delivery  be  made  voluntarily  on  his  part,  and  that  Rogers, 
1  act  of  bankruptcy  ensues;  it  must  also  appear  that 
s  had  the  act  of  bankruptcy  in  contemplation  at  the 
me  of  the  delivery.  Nor  has  it  ever  been  held,  that  if 
creditor  press  for  payment  of  his  debt,  and  thereby 
btain  goods,  that  the  intention  of  the  bankrupt  shall  be 
illed  in  aid  to  set  aside  the  transfer.  If  the  goods  be 
elivered  through  the  urgency  of  the  demand,  or  the 
!ar  of  prosecution,  whatever  may  have  been  in  the 
[Hitemplation  of  the  bankrupt,  this  will  not  vitiate  the 
roceeding."  In  Crosby  v.  Crouch  (a)  the  act  of  deliver- 
]g  goods  by  a  trader,  to  secure  the  defendant,  who  was 
nder  acceptances  for  him,  payable  at  a  future  day, 
aving  been  made  in  consequence  of  the  urgency  of  the 
efendant,  (evidenced  by  the  proposal  for  giving  such 
ecurity  originating  with  him),  it  was  held  immaterial  to 
onsider  whether  the  trader  had  his  bankruptcy  in  con- 
emplntion  at  the  time,  and  that  the  transaction,  being 
onijide  and  not  colourable,  it  was  not  impeached  by 
be  secrecy  with  which  the  delivery  was  made  by  the 
racier,  in  order  to  save  his  own  credit  in  the  view  of 
be  world ;  and  Lord  EUenborough  C  J.  said,  "  Two 
bings  are  necessary  to  concur  in  order  to  avoid  the 
lelivery  of  the  goods ;  namely,  the  purpose  of  voluntary 
ireference  in  respect  to  such  delivery,  and  the  contem- 
ilation  of  bankruptcy  at  the  time  when  the  goods  were 
lelivered.  Jn  considering  whether  the  act  in  question 
rere  in  this  sense  properly  voluntary^  it  is  material  to 
ee  from  which  party  the  proposition  of  making  the 
leposit  originated,  whether  from  the  bankrupt  or  from 
be  defendant.     It  certainly  proceeded  wholly  from  the 

(a)   II  Eaitf  256. 

G  g  S  defendant : 
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}6Si.  defendant:  he  is  stated  to  have  required  the  act  to  be 
done.  It  is  therefore,  upon  any  fair  interpretation  of 
the  words,  not  referable  to  any  supposition  of  ikvonr 
and  preference  exercised  on  the  part  of  the  bankrupt, 
but  to  urgency  and  importunity  applied  on  the  part  of 
the  person  obtaining  the  deposit :  and  it  has  not  been 
suggested  that  such  requisition  and  urgency  were  co- 
lourable." 

The  doctrine  of  fraudulent  preference  is  altogether 

the  creature  of  courts  of  justice ;  no  mention  is  made  of 

it  in  the  earlier  statutes,  and  the  Court  will  not  strain  the 

principle  to  the  injury  of  a  prudent  and  honest  creditor. 

A  rule  nisi  having  been  granted. 

Storks  Serjt.  shewed  cause.     Whether  the  paynuot 
were  voluntary  or  compulsory  is  altogether  a  matter  of 
fact  to  be  ascertained  by  the  jury ;  and  the  state  of  miod 
or  apparent  motives  of  the  bankrupt  are  material  d^ 
cumstances  to  be  enquired  into,  in  order  to  assist  tbe 
jury  in  coming  to  a  determination  on  the  point    The 
circumstance  of  his  wishing  to  save  his  father,  and  of 
his  paying  the  bill  before  it  was  due,  were  sufficient  to 
prove  it  a  voluntary  payment.     In  Harman  v.  Fisher  [a] 
a  letter  of  the  bankrupt's  was  produced,  to  shew  the 
motives  under  which  he  had  enclosed  bills  to  a  favoured 
creditor ;  and  it  being  clear  that  the  intention  was  to 
prefer  that  creditor,  the  transaction  was  held  to  be  void. 
In  Thotnion  v.  Har greaves  (ft),  a  trader  being  pressed 
by  a  creditor  for  payment  or  security,  one  or  other  of 
which  he  said  he  would  have,  gave  a  bill  of  sale  of  ce^ 
tain  wools  and  cloths  in  a  mill,  apparently  the  whole  of 
his  stock,  and  immediately  left  his  business  and  home 
and  became  a  bankrupt ;  that  was  held,  inasmuch  as  the 
act  did  not  redeem  the  trader  even  from  any  present 

(«)  Chwp.u'j.  {b)  tEosUsaa- 

difficulty, 
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difficulty,  which  was  tht:  ordinary  motive  for  such  an        18S1. 
act  when  really  done  under  the  pressure  of  a  threat, 
evidence  that  it  was  not  done  under  such  pressure,  but 
voluntarily,  and  with  a  view  to  prefer  the  particular       Rogeiis. 
creditor  in  contemplation  of  bankruptcy ;  and  was  there- 
fore void  as  against  the  assignees  of  the  bankrupt. 

In  Hartshome  v.  Slodden  there  was  no  proof  that  the 
bankrupt  had  any  intention  to  prefer  the  creditor ;  and 
ia  BajfUy  v.  Baliard  the  execution  of  the  intention  was 
mtercepted  by  prompt  compulsion  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant.  In  the  present  case  the  bill  was  paid  before 
it  was  due,  and  the  execution  of  the  threat  would  not 
have  placed  the  bankrupt  in  a  worse  situation  than  he 
was  in  before.  In  Fidgeon  v.  Sharp  [a)  it  was  decided, 
that  whether  a  payment  be  made  in  contemplation  of 
bankruptcy  or  not,  is  altogether  a  question  for  the  jury. 

Adams^  and  Step/ien  Serjt.,  in  support  of  the  rule, 
relied  mainly  on  Crosby  v.  Crouch.  In  Thornton  v.  Har^ 
greaves,  the  bankrupt  transferred  the  whole  of  his  stock ; 
a  transfer  which  was,  of  itself,  an  act  of  bankruptcy. 

Tjmdal  C.  J.  I  agree  in  one  observation  which  has 
been  made  by  the  counsel  for  the  Defendant ;  that  the 
whole  doctrine  of  fraudulent  preference  has  arisen  rather 
by  the  contrivance  of  courts  of  law  than  on  the  language 
of  the  bankrupt  acts.  In  Harman  v.  Fisher^  which  fol- 
lowed Temple  v.  Aldersoti  {b\  Lord  Mansfield  held,  that 
a  transfer  of  bills  made  in  contemplation  of  bankruptcy, 
and  with  a  view  to  prefer  a  particular  creditor,  was  void ; 
because  the  trader  '^  cannot  take  his  estate  out  of  that 
management  which  law  puts  it  into,"  and  ^^  do  an  act 
of  fraud  contrary  to  the  spirit  of  the  bankrupt  laws,  and 
to  the  injury  of  his  creditors."     And  Lord  Eldon  once 

(a)  s  Taunt.  539.  {b)  4  Burr.  aajS. 
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stated  in  the  House  of  Lords,  that  this  was  a  bold  doc* 
trine  when  first  started,  and  in  some  degree  a  fraud  od 
the  act  of  parliament ;  because,  if  the  act  were  insuffi- 
cient in  that  respect,  recourse  should  have  been  had  to 
the  legislature ;  but  that  after  a  course  of  decisioDs  for 
fifty  years,  it  was  too  late  to  alter  the  rule«  The  do^ 
trine,  however,  has  at  length  crept  into  the  statute  law; 
for  in  the  6  G.  4.  c.  16.  5.  82.  we  find  certain  boniJUe 
payments  protected,  ^^  such  payments  not  being  a  fraudu- 
lent preference." 

The  question  therefore  is,  whether  the  direction  to 
the  jury  in  this  cause  was  correct,  and  the  verdict  pro* 
per?  This  is  not  a  case  of  simple  preference,  nor  die 
equally  simple  case  of  a  payment  obtained  by  threats^ 
without  any  sinister  intention  on  the  part  of  the  debtor. 
It  is  a  mixed  case,  in  which  the  debtor  had  an  object 
in  favouring  the  particular  creditor,  but  in  which  the 
creditor  also,  before  he  knew  of  such  a  dispositioa  od 
the  part  of  the  debtor,  had  urged  and  importuned  him 
for  payment  I  am  not  able  to  perceive  any  mode  of 
ascertaining  whether  the  payment  and  the  delive7  of 
the  bill  in  this  case  were  such  as  the  law  protects  or 
such  as  the  law  avoids,  but  by  putting  it  to  the  juiy  to 
say,  whether  the  payment  were  made  in  contemplatioa  of 
bankruptcy,  and  under  fear  of  compulsion,  or  voluntarily. 
On  those  two  points  I  left  it  to  the  jury,  and  they  were 
at  liberty  to  find  whether  the  payment  was  made  out  of 
favour  to  the  Defendant,  or  under  the  influence  of  his 
threat3.  It  has  been  argued  by  the  counsel  for  the 
Defendant,  that  wherever  threat  or  importunity  if 
resorted  to,  there  cannot  be  voluntary  payment  But 
that  prpposition  \b  too  constrained,  and  it  mu&t  be  left 
to  the  jury  to  say,  whether  the  threat  had  any  operatioo 
or  not  In  Thornton  y.  Hargreavesy  the  trader  being 
priessed  by  a  creditor  for  payment  or  security,  one  or 

other 
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other  of  which  he  said  he  would  have,  gave  a  bill  of  sale        18SL 
of  certain  wools  and  cloths  in  a  mill,  apparently  the 
whole  of  his  stock,  and  immediately  left  his  business  and 
home^  and  became  a  bankrupt :  inasmuch  as  the  act  did 
Bot  redeem  the  trader,  even  from  any  present  difficulty, 
the  Court  held  that  it  was  not  done  under  such  pressure, 
bat  voluntarily,  and  with  a  view  to  prefer  the  particular 
creditor  in  contemplation  of  bankruptcy.     If^  where  a 
threat  h^s  been  employed,  no  other  circumstance  is  to 
be  enquired  into,  how  came  Lord  Ellenborough  in  that 
case^   to  look  into  all  the  accompanying  facts  on  the 
motion  for  a   new  trial ;   and  to  say  —  **  Taking  the 
conversation  reported  between  the  Defendants  and  the 
bankrupt  to  be  a  threat  of  process,  if  they  did  not  receive 
payment  or  security  for  their  demand,  I  do  not  see  how 
iDcb  a  threat  could  put  the  bankrupt  in  a  worse  situ- 
ation than  the  actpal  transfer  of  the  goods  did ;  for  that 
lefk  him  without  an^  property,  and  he  was  immediately 
pbliged  to  break  up  his  business  and  leave  his  home* 
This  would  rather  shew  that  he  did  not  make  the  trans-^ 
fer  by  dint  of  the  threat;  for  he  did  not  redeem  himself 
e?en  from  any  present  difficulty  by  doing  the  act;  which 
i»  the  motive  for  such  an  act  when  really  done  under 
the  pressure  of  a  threat.     And  if  he  got  nothing  by 
avoiding  the  threat,  I  should  rather  say  that  it  was  a 
Voluntary  act,  and  preference  on  his  part  as  to  the  par^ 
tjcular  creditor,  although  it  is  a  very  suspicious  case, 
^nd  fit  to  be  enquired  into  and  submitted  to  another 
iiiry."     That  is  conclusive  to  shew  the  Court  did  not 
consider  the  threat  a  sufficient  reason  for  shutting  out  the 
consideration  of  other  circumstances.     I  was  justified, 
therefore,  in  leaving  this  case  open  to  the  jury  on  both 
points,  viz.  whether  the  payment  were  made  in  con- 
templation of  bankruptcy,  and  under  fear  of  compulsion, 
Q^  voluntarily.     They  haye  found  that  it  was  made  volun-i 

tarily. 
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1831.        tarily,  and  with  a  view  to  favour  the  particular  creditori 
and  I  see  no  reason  for  disturbing  the  verdict* 

Park  J.    This  rule  has  been  obtained  on  the  groiuid 
that  the  jury  were  misdirected  by  the  Judge,  and  that 
the  verdict  is  against  the  evidence.     I  cannot  perceive 
any  objection  in  law  to  the  mode  in  which  this  was  left 
to  the  jury.     If  the  question  which  has  been  left  to  them 
be   substantially   correct,  the  Court  will  not  grant  s 
new  trial  because  the  language  of  the  Judge  has  been  a 
little  redundant,  or  may  be  open  to  mere  objections  of 
criticism.     The  question  is,  Was  it  proper  to  leave  to 
the  jury  the  frame  of  mind  and  probable  motive  of  the 
bankrupt  in  making  the  payment  in  question  ?    That 
has  always  been  done  since  the  case  of  Harmon  v* 
Fisher;  and  even  in  O'osby  v.  Crouch  it  was  the  widi 
of  Lord  EUenborough  to  go  to  the  jury,  but  the  ooun- 
sel  elected  to  be  nonsuited.     Bayley  v.  Ballard  I  cm 
hardly  consider  law;    and  Lord  Ellenborough  in  that 
case  went  a  length  he  had  never  gone  before ;  for  the 
bankrupt  having  borrowed  1400/.  of  the  Defendant  oil 
the  security,  among  other  things,  of  a  bill  on  a  third 
person  for  1200/.,  repaid  1139/.  by  checks,  upon  the 
Defendant's  merely  demanding  his  money  and  giving 
up  the  bill  for  1200/.;  and  though  it  was  manifest  the 
bankrupt  had  intended  to  send  the  checks,  even  witfaooC 
a  demand,  Lord  Ellenbormigh  held  it  not  a  voluntary 
payment.    It  is  not  necessary,  however,  here  to  impeach 
that  decision ;  for  the  present  case  is  compounded  of  a 
variety  of  circumstances,  which  sufficiently  justify  the  - 
course  which  has  been  taken.    I  do  not  say  that  becai 
the  debtor  desired  to  benefit  his  father,  the  payment 
the  Defendant  was  necessarily  to  be  deemed  a  voluntary' 
payment ;  but  it  was  a  material  fact  to  leave  to  the  con- 
sideration of  the  jury.     It  is  admitted  that  the  debtor 

had 
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bad  bankruptcy  in  contemplation.   The  jury  have  drawn       18S1. 
their  conclusion  from  the  whole  combination  of  circum- 
stances.    I  am  inclined  to  think  I  should  have  found 
the  aame  way ;  but  at  all  events,  they  are  not  so  clearly 
wrong  as  to  induce  us  to  disturb  the  verdict. 

O48ELEE  J.     nrhe  points  to  be  determined  were  dis- 
tmctly  left  by  the  Chief  Justice  to  the  jMty,  namely, 
whether  tlie  payment  in  question  were  made  under  the 
jnesanre  of  a  threat  or  voluntarily.     I  find  no  fault  with 
that  mode  of  summing  up  the  case,  but  I  think  the 
ftidict  wrong,  and  against  the  whole  weight  of  evidence, 
fMurttculorly  with  reference  to  the  rule  laid  down  in  some 
cf  the  cuses  as  to  the  criteria  of  voluntary  payment.     It 
ii  much  to  be  desired  that  a  uniform  and  consistent 
nde  were  established  on  that  point;  but  the  cases  on  the 
aolject  are  so  conflicting,  that  it  seems  impossible  to 
vaeoDcile  them.     If  Bat/ley  v.  Ballard  be  law,  it  puts  an 
end  to  this  case ;  for  a  mere  demand  by  the  creditor 
WW  held  sufficient  to  prevent  the  payment  from  being 
titeemed  voluntary,  although  the  bankrupt  had  a  clear 
intention  to  pay  even   without  any  demand.     In  the 
present  case  there  has  been  not  only  a  demand  but  a 
Areaft  s  but  in  Thornton  v.  Hargreavesj  although  there 
Was  a  threat,  yet  the  Court  held  that  the  other  accom- 
panying circumstances  were  to  be  enquired  into,  which 
liOrd  EUenborougk  said  would  rather  shew  that  the  bank- 
tupt  **  did  not  make  the  transfer  by  dint  of  the  threat, 
hr  he  did  not  redeem  himself  from  any  present  diffi- 
Oolty  by  doing  the  act,  which  is  the  motive  for  such  an 
aet  when  really  done  under  the  pressure  of  a  threat.'' 
It  is  difficult,  however,  to  determine  what  is  meant  by 
mn  act  done  under  pressure  of  a  threat;  (or  in  Hartskome 
y»  Slodden  Lord  Alvanley  says,  ^^  It  is  not  sufficient  to 
avoid  the  delivery  of  goods  by  a  trader,  that  such 

delivery 
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1831.  delivery  be  made  voluntarily  on  his  part,  and  that  an 
act  of  bankruptcy  ensues ;  it  must  also  appear  that  he 
had  the  act  of  bankruptcy  in  contemplation  at  the  time 
of  the  delivery.  Nor  has  it  ever  been  held,  that,  if  a 
creditor  press  for  payment  of  his  debt,  and  therebj 
obtain  goods,  the  intention  of  the  bankrupt  shall  be 
called  in  aid  to  set  aside  the  transfer.  If  the  goods 
be  delivered  through  the  urgency  of  the  demand,  or  the 
fear  of  prosecution,  whatever  may  have  been  in  the 
jcontemplation  of  the  bankrupt,  this  will  not  vitiate  the 
proceeding."  Difficulties  have  also  lieen  raised  as  to 
the  effect  of  the  debt  in  question  being  not  actually  doei 
In  Hartshanie  v.  Slodderij  that  circumstance  was  hoMen 
to  be  immaterial ;  but  in  Singleton  v.  Butler  (a),  where 
payment  of  a  note  was  defeated  on  the  ground  of 
fraudulent  preference.  Lord  Eldon  distinguibbed^tbe 
case  from  that  of  Smith  v,  Paync^  by  observing,  that,  in 
the  latter,  ^^  the  security  was  taken  for  a  debt  actoalljr 
due." 

The  present  verdict  appears  to  me  to  be  altogether 
against  the  weight  of  evidence,  and  the  decision  likdy 
to  operate  with  considerable  hardship  on  creditors. 

Alderson  J.  I  concur  with  the  Chief  Justice  and  my 
brother  Park.  In  all  these  cases  there  are  two  questions : 
one,  whether  the  payment  has  been  made  in  cootenh- 
plation  of  bankruptcy ;  the  other,  whether  it  has  beeo 
made  voluntarily  or  not.  These  are  questions  of  fact 
which  must  be  left  to  the  jury  upon  the  circumstance! 
of  each  case,  and  this  consideration  will,  I  think,  reooo* 
cile  all  the  decisions.  The  apparent  contradiction  arises 
from  treating  observations,  which  have  really  been  made 
with  reference  to  the  peculiar  facts  of  the  cause  under 

(a)  In  a  npte  to  Hartsbome  v*  Sit^dden^  %B.bf  P*  583. 

discussioOf 
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discussionF,  as  general  principles  of  law  and  of  universal        1831. 
application.     Thus,  in  Hartshome  v.  Slodden,  Lord  AU 
tonky  said  that  the  intention  of  the  bankrupt  should 
M  be  called  in  aid  to  set  aside  a  transfer,  but  in  a  case, 
tt  be  says,  where  a  creditor  presses  for  pa(yment  of  his 
W)ti  and  thereby  obtains  goods.     "  If  the  goods  be  de- 
livered through  the  urgency  of  the  demand^  whatever  may 
we  been  in  the  contemplation  of  the  bankrupt  will  not 
^tiate  the  proceeding."     So,  in  Crosby  v.  Crouch^  Lord 
^kniorough  considered  it  immaterial    to  enquire  into 
"«•  bankrupt's   intentions;    but  that   was  becaiTse  the* 
"Cr  facts  in  that  case  established  that  th^  delivery  of 
••  goods  was   "  not  referable   to  any   supposition    of 
'^^Ur  and  preference,  but  to  urgency  and  importunity 
'  ^He  part  of  the  person  obtaining  the  deposit."     Orr 
^  other  hand,  in  Thornton  v.  Hargreavesj  the  motives' 
^he  bankrupt   were,   by    the   same   learned   Judge, 
-•^ed  material,  because  the  threat  of  the  creditor,  if 
"•"ied  into  effect,  "  could  not  put  the  bankrupt  in  a 
situation  than  the  actual  transfer  of  the  goods." -~ 

€  did  not  relieve  himself  even  from  any  present 
^c:ulty  by  doing  the  act." 

t^  seems  to  me,  therefore,  that  the  motivies  and  inten- 
ds of  the  bankrupt  may  be  material  or  immaterial, 

to  speak  accurately,  may  be  more  or  less  material 
<^rding  to  his  situation,  to  the  nature  of  the  threat^ 
1  the  degree  and  period  of  urgency  by  the  creditor. 
Cn  like  manner  we  find,  that  in  cases  where  the  pay- 
itit  has  been  made  before  the  debt  was  due,  that 
Oumstance  has  sometimes  been  relied  on  as  an  indi-- 
x%m  that  the  payment  is  voluntary,  and  at  other  times- 
^  been  said  to  be  immaterial ;  but  neither  in  the 
^  case  nor  in  the  other  do  these  facts  of  themselves 
>^ish  any  certain  criteria;  they  are  only  ingredients 
the  whole  question   upon   which   the  jury   are   to* 

oomc' 
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18SL        come  to  a  deterniination.     Threats  on  the  part  of  the 
^ooK         creditor  are  a  strong  circumstance  to  shew  that  the  pay- 
v.  ment  ensuing  is  not  voluntary :  but  if,  as  here,  the  par^ 

T^OGBRa.       i^  i^Q^  placed  in  a  better  situation  by  yielding  to  the 
threats,  or  if  he  disclose  such  a  reason  for  preference  that 
the  threats  could  obviously  have  produced  no  perceptible 
effect  on  his  mind,  those  are  circumstances  which  affi>rd 
a  strong  inference  the  other  way.    It  has  been  urged, 
indeed,  that  the  motive  of  the  bankrupt  in  this  case  wai 
altogether  immaterial,  and  if,  as  in  Hartshome  v.  Ski^ 
deUj  the  payment  had  been  clearly  made  in  consequence 
of  the  threat,  it  might  have  been  immaterial  to  examifle 
whetlier  the  bankrupt  were  also  actuated  by  any  other 
motive;  as,  for  instance,  if  the  money  had  been  paid  in 
order  to  get  rid  of  an  actual  and  bonajide  arrest;  but 
when,  as  here,  it  is  not  clear  what  effect,  if  any,  the 
threat  of  the  creditor  has  produced,  it  was  most  material 
to  ascertain  what  were  the  motives  by  which  the  bsnfc- 
rupt  was  actuated.     Here  the  whole  was  left  to  the  jar^ 
and  there  were  facts  which  might  weigh  on  either  sidt. 
Whether  we  should  have  come  to  the  same  concliisiofr 
as  the  jury  is  not  the  question  now,  but  whether  we  tto 
see  our  way  clearly  to  the  conclusion  that  the  jury  are 
wrong.    As  I  am  unable  to  do  this,  I  think  the  verdict 
ought  not  to  be  disturbed,  and  the  rule  obtained  on  the 
part  of  the  Defendant  must  be 

Dischai|g6flL 
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Regnart  v.  Porter  and  Another.  j^^^  ^^ 

PLEVIN.     Avowry  for  four  years'  rent  due  at  ^  tenant  en- 
iCidsutnmer  1830;  and  the  question  was^  Whether  tered  under 
lise  at  a  rent  certain  could  be  collected  from  the  *"  ^F^J^^^^^» 

containing  sti- 

ring  circumstances.  pulations  for 

June  1826  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant  entered  into  *  ^*^*«c  »*  V^ 
ulowmg  agreement :  —  "  Thomas  Porter  agrees  to  engagement 
I  lease,  and  Phillip  Regnart  agrees  to  take  a  lease  ^y  the  land- 
szecute  a  counterpart  of  the  house  and  premises  /j^  ^^^^' 
ad  and  being  at  the  north-east  comer  of  Poole  erections.  The 

and  Bridport  Place^  Hoxton,  in  the  parish  of  «r«c^on8  were 
fonardy  Shoreditchy  for  a  term  of  sixty  years  from  pieted,  and 
lunmer  next  ensuing,   at   the   rent  of  251.   pay-  the  tenant 
^arterly,  clear  of  all  deductions  and  abatements  ^^^^  ?*"  *"^ 
oever;    and    to    insure   the  said   premises   from  being  called  on 
n  the  joint  names  of  the  said  Thomas  Porter  and  ^'^c**  •<>'"« 
aperior  landlord,  and  the  said  Phillip  Regnart,-  pation,  said  he 
lease  to  contain  the  same  covenants  as  the  other  ^^  ready  to 

granted  by  Henry  Charles  Slurt  Esq.,  in  the  same  j^^  ^rov'dM* 

•     And  the  said   Thomas  Porter  agrees  to  com-  the  erections 

the  said  house  and   premises   fit  for  habitation  ^'^  ^°™' 

•  1       II  1     1        o       r     1.    •  1      P*eted,andan 

occupation,  with  all  proper  locks,  &c.  forthwith,  allowance 

the  jsaid  Thomas  Porter  agrees  to  allow  the  said  ^^^^  him  for 
p  Regnart  15/.  towards  erecting  and  completing  8ome*re"*ir8^ 
en  for  the  uses  of  the  shop  as  a  baker's,  and  to  fix      Held,  that 

summer  in  the  back  front  window,  in  the  base-  *  o^niise  at  a 

rent  certain 
And  the  said  Phillip  Regnart  agrees  to  erect  and  could  not  be 

a  good  and  substantial  oven,  with  all  iron-work,  implied  to  at 
r,  and  materials  to  complete  the  same  fit  for  use  landj^rd  to 
^ith.    The  said  rent  to  commence  atMichaelmas^day  distrain. 
nsuing.      And  it  is  further  agreed  that  each  party 

doth 
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Regnart 
Porter. 


doth  bind  himself,  his  executors,  administratotsfi  Ma 
assigns  to  perform  and  execute  the  aforesaid  coTenants 
and  agreements." 

The  PlaintifF  entered  at  Christmas  1826,  and  erected, 
the  oven  pursuant  to  his  engagement ;  but  the  Defend--*, 
ant  never  completed  the  premises,  or  fixed  the  bresum*. 
tner  in  the  back  front  window. 

The  PlaintifF,  however,  continued  to  occupy  the  pre- 
mises, but  never  paid  any  rent.     When,  at  the  expir* 
ation  of  nearly  four  years,  he  was  called  on   for  that 
purpose,  he  said  he  had  the  money  ready,  and  was  pre- 
pared to  pay  what  was  due,  but  insisted  on  the  previous 
performance  of  the  stipulations  in  the  agreement^  and 
on  the  allowance   of  certain  sums  he  had  been  com- 
pelled to  lay  out  on  the  premises ;  so  that  n6  specific 
sum  was  ever  agreed  on  as  the  amount  due  fifbmthe 
Plaintiff. 

Under  these  circumstances^  the  Chief  Justice^  before 
whom  the  cause  was  tried,  thought  there  was  no  evi- 
dence of  a  demise  at  a  rent  certain ;  and  a  verdict 
was  taken  for  the  Plaintiff,  with  leave  for  the  rlefendaDt 
to  move  to  set  it  aside,  and  enter  a  nonsuit  instead. 


Russell  Ser)t.  moved  accordingly.  It  may  bef  ad- 
mitted that  the  agreement  of  June  1824,  containing 
prospective  stipillations  for  money  to  be  laid  oat  on 
the  premises,  and  for  a  future  lease,  cannot  operate  as  a 
demise  in  prcesenti.  Dunk  v.  HuiUer.  {a)  But  where  a 
party  enters  under  such  an  agreement,  and  pays  rent, 
or  allows  it  in  account,  a  new  demise  at  a  rent  certain  is 
implied  from  the  occupation,  and  payment,  or  allowance 
in  account,  of  the  rent  demanded.  Knight  v.  Benett[b\ 
Cox  v.  Bent,  (c)  In  Hamerton  v.  Stead  (d),  Littledde  J. 
said,   "  Where  parties  enter  under  a  mere  agreement 


t^)  3  Binglf.  36t. 


(c)  s  Bingb.  185. 

(d)  zB.i^C.4Zz 


for 
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for  a  future  lease,  they  are  tenants  at  will ;  and  if  rent        I8S1. 
is  paid  under  the  agreement,  they  become  tenants  from     ^■"^  '  ' 

,,  jCEGNART 

year  to  year.  ^^ 

A  rule  nisi  having  been  granted,  Fqrter, 

Bompas  Seijt.  shewed  cause.  In  Knight  v.  Benett 
rent  was  actually  paid ;  and  in  Cox  v.  Bent  the  tenant 
himself  named  the  exact  amount  of  the  rent  in  account*^ 
ing  with  the  landlord's  clerk;  but  here,  althou^^h  the 
tenant  has  expressed  his  willingness  to  pay  when  it 
should  have  been  ascertained  what  rent  was  due,  no 
sum  has  ever  been  agreed  on  as  the  rent  due. 

BusseU*  The  Court  will  not  refine  away  the  land*- 
lord's  right  to  distrain  by  resorting  to  so  subtle  a  dis^ 
Unction.  But  it  may  be  contended,  that  the  sum  due 
from  the  PlaintifF  for  rent  has  been  agreed  on  in  this 
case ;  id  cerium  est  quod  cerium  Jleri  potest :  the  Plains- 
tiff  agreed  to  pay  what  was  due,  after  the  allowance  of  a 
certain  sum  expended  for  repairs ;  he  agreed,  therefore, 
to  pay  the  rent,  minus  that  sum ;  just  as  the  tenant  in 
Cox  V.  Bent  agreed  to  pay  225L  upon  observing  that 
that  the  demand  of  250/.  was  an  overcharge  of  25L 
That  case  is  exactly  in  point. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.     The  question   is.  Whether  there  is 

evidence  that  Regnart  held  as  a  tenant  to  Poiier  at  a 

rent  certain;  for  unless  he  was  tenant,  and  at  a  rent  cer^ 

tain,  the  avowant  had  no  right  to  distrain.     It  is  adr 

xnitted,  that  if  there  was  any  tenancy  at  all,  it  was  not 

under  the  agreement  in  evidence,  for  that  contains  no 

i¥ords  of  present  demise;  and  it  may  also  be  conceded, 

that  if  a  party  enters  and  pays,  or  promises  to  pay  a 

rent  certain,  or  settles  it  in  account,  a  new  agreement 

may  be  presumed  under  which  the  landlord  may  have 

the  rj|{ht  to  distrain.     The  only  question  in  this  case  is. 

Vol.  VII.  H  h  Whether 
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Whether  the  parly  did  pay  or  promise  to  pay  a  rent 
certain,  or  settle  it  in  account. 

In  such  a  case  the  labouring  oar  of  proof  is  cast  oi 
the  avowant    Has  he  produced  any  evidence  here,  equl 
valent  to  the  circumstance  proved  in  Cox  v.  Bent?    I 
IS  stipulated  here,  that  the  landlord  shall  complete  th^ 
house  and  premises  fit  for  habitation,  with  locks,  &o. 
forthwith,  and  fix  a  bresummer  in  the  basement;  and 
by  another  clause,  that  an  oven  shall  be  erected  by  tbe 
tenant,  and  allowance  be  made  for  it  by  the  landlord  to 
the  extent  of  15/.     There  is  no  evidence  that  the  flec- 
tion of  the  bresummer  ever  took  place;  and  when  we 
enquire  whether  the  party  agreed  to  hold  at  the  rent 
reserved  in  the  lease,  it  is  surely  material  to  see  whe- 
ther he  had  full  enjoyment.     Then,  after  nearly  finir 
years  had  elapsed,  the  party  says  he  has  the  money  and 
is   ready   to   pay    what  is  due.      If  nothing  else  bad 
been   said,   there   might  perhaps  be  some  ground  for 
implying  a  promise  to  pay  the  rent  in  question;  bat 
the  expressions  never  fall  from  him  unaccompanied  witli 
an  allusion  to  the  terms  of  the  lease;  all  which  shews  an 
agreement' to  pay,  limited  and  conditional,  and  not  ab- 
solute and  unqualified.     If  an  action  had  been  brought, 
for  use  and  occupation,  who  is  to  say  that'a  jury  migb^ 
not  have  given,  under  these  circumstances,  a  less  sunrm 
then  that  reserved  in  the  lease.     Before,  therefore,    ^s> 
landlord  takes  into  his  hand  the  speedy  remedy  of  dis^* 
tress,  he  must  see  that  the  amount  of  rent  to  be  d. 
manded  has  been  setded  with  precision. 


Park  and  Gaselee  Js.  concurred. 


Alderson  J.  Unless  there  be  a  demise  at  a  rent 
certain  a  landlord  cannot  distrain.  The  avowant,  there- 
fore, must  fail  in  this  case,  as  he  has  not  proved  even  an 
admission  by  the  Plaintiff  as  to  the  amount  of  rent   In 

Cox 
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Cox  ¥•  Bent  the  precise  amount  of  rent  due  was  ad-  18S1. 

snitted  by  the  tenant     Here  no  specific  sum  has  been  ^      -  -' 

'^  ^                                       *  Regnart 

xnentioned.  ^^ 

Rule  discharged.  Porter. 


^■^" 


Addis  Demandant,  Noiiris  Tenant,  Power        Mays* 

Vouchee. 

TONES  Serjt.  moved  to  amend  a  recovery,  and  the  where  the 
warrant  of  attorney,  by  altering  the  vouchee's  name  warrant  of 
fiom  Patrick  Power  to  Patricio  Nicholas  Placedo  Portoer.  ^^^  to  lead 
The  deed  to  lead  the  uses  was  executed  in  the  name  of  the  uses  were 

Patrick  Power,  by  which  name  the  vouchee  had  always  ^^^"^^''^ 

-^  •'a  name  by 

been  called  and  known  ;  but  he  now  deposed  that  by  a  which  the 
certificate  of  baptism  from  Tenenffe,  the  place  of  his  vouchee  was 
birtb,  he   had   recently  discovered  that  he  had   been  kno^„  th^ 
baptized   by   the   name   of  Patricio   Nicholas  Placedo  Court  refused 
Pamer.      Jones  referred   to    O'Brien   vouchee  (a),    and  ^"^  a™«*«^^« 

^   *\  recovery  by 

White  demandant^    Heme  vouchee  {b\  as  authorities  in  substituting  a 

tnpport  of  hi3  motion.  different  name 

by  which,  as 
he  afterwards 
TiMDAL  C.  J.     You   require   us   to   alter   the  deed,  discovered,  he 

wbidi  was  not  done  in  White  demandant^  Heme  vouchee.  "     r^ 

'  baptized. 

If  tbe  vouchee  be,  as  it  is  deposed,  known  by  one  name 
as  well  as  the  other,  the  amendment  is  unnecessary, 
and  we  are  not  to  make  it  to  humour  the  whims  of 
oonyeyancers. 

Gaselee  J.     The  case  of  CfBrien  vouchee^  has  been 
overruled  by  the  practice  of  the  last  ten  years. 

Jones  took  nothing. 

{a)  4  TaunU  196.  {b)  8  TmmU  %f. 

H  h  2 


456  CASES  IN  EASTER  TERM 

1831. 


Maj  6.  Coster  v.  Cowling. 

A  3/.  stamp  is  f^  OVEN  ANT  on  a  lease  of  house  and  land.  Breach, 
not  sufficient  non-repair.     370/.  a  year  was  reserved  for  the  house 

•cnring  370/"  ®"^  land,  and,  by  a  separate  reservation,  50/.  a  year  for 
for  house  and  furniture  and  fixtures.  The  deed  was  stamped  with  a 
land  5  and  by  g^^  stamp.  It  was  objected  that  the  stamp  ought  to 
servation,5o/.   have  been  4/. ;  and  the  verdict  was  taken  for  the  PlaintUE 

for  furniture     subject  to  a  motion  for  a  nonsuit  on  this  objectioo. 

and  fixtures.  a       1       .  .  1      •       i_  .1 

A  rule  ntsx  havmg  been  granted, 

Taddy  and  Andrews  Serjts.  shewed  cause.  They  con- 
tended that  if  the  rent  for  the  furniture  and  fixtures  had 
been  reserved  at  a  separate  time,  or  by  a  separate  instro- 
ment,  a  higher  amount  of  stamp  on  the  two  instruments 
or  reservations  might  have  been  requisite.  But  here  the 
proper  stamp  was  afiixed  according  to  the  reservation  on 
house  and  land ;  and  the  rent  on  furniture  and  fixtures 
being  merely  accessory,  no  further  stamp  was  required* 
This  was  in  substance  a  lease  of  land,  and  the  language 
of  the  schedule  55  G.  3.  c.l84.  is,  "  Lease  or  tack  of  any 
lands,  hereditaments,  or  heritable  subjects,  at  a  yearly 
rent,  without  any  sum  of  money  by  way  of  fine»  pre- 
mium, or  grassum,  paid  for  the  aame,"  above  2001.  and 
under  400/.,  3/. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  The  Plaintiff  is  in  this  dilemma:  the 
50/.  reserved  for  the  furniture  and  fixtures  is  either 
accessory  or  distinct.  If  it  be  accessory  it  should  bafe 
been  calculated  with  the  principal  sum,  and  then  the 
stamp  for  the  deed  would  have  been  4/.  If  it  be  dis- 
tinct it  falls  within  the  description  '^  lease  of  any  other 

kind 
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kind  not  otherwise  charged,  1/.  155.,"  and  should  have        1831. 
bad  a  separate  stamp. 

Park  and  Gaselee  Js.  concurred. 


Alderson  J.  The  stamp  is  not  sufficient  for  the  two 
reservations,  even  if  they  be  taken  conjointly.  In  Boase 
r.  Jackson  {a\  upon  a  demise  to  defendant  of  a  slate  pit 
It  B»  and  stone  quarries  at  C,  possession  to  be  taken  of 
be  two  at  different  and  distant  times,  the  Court  being  of 
3pinion  that  no  fraud  was  intended,  held,  that  the  lease 
Iras  properly  stamped  with  one  ad  valorem  stamp  under 
S5  C  S.  c.  184.,  but  that  was  because  it  appeared  that 
jossession  could  not  be  given  of  the  stone  quarries  at 
ihe  same  time  with  the  slate  pit,  nor  till  the  time  men-* 
ioned  in  the  lease. 

Rule  absolute. 

[a)  3  5.  l5fB.  185. 


.    Wright  and  Another  v.  Wright. 

l^'HIS  was  a  feigned  issue  to  try  the  question  whether 
or  not  one  Thomas  Wrighty  deceased,  did  by  a 
seitain  paper  writing  purporting  to  be  his  last  will  and 
estament  devise  his  freehold  estates.  The  jury  found 
t  special  verdict,  setting  forth  the  paper  writing  in 
[oestion,  the  whole  of  which,  excepting  the  signatures 
f  two  of  the  witnesses,  and  the  mark  of  the  third,  they 

(Aoogh  none  of  the  witnesses  saw  the  testator's  signature,  and  only  one 
rjuit  the.  paper  was. 

H  h  3  found 


April  aS. 


A  wiUof 
lands,  sub- 
scribed by 
three  wit- 
nesses in  the 
presence  and 
at  the  request 
of  the  testator^ 
is  sufficiently 
attested^ 
of  them  knew 
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Wright 
Wright. 


found  to  be  in  the  testator's  handwriting.  Tbey  fiiither 
found  that  the  said  paper  writing  (excepting  the  words 
"  Elizabeth  Flaxman^^  "  her  mark,"  the  two  former  of 
which  words  were  written  on  one  side  of  that  witoess's 
mark,  and  the  two  latter  on  the  other)  was  wholly 
written  by  the  testator,  and  his  signature  opposite  die 
seal  was  made^  before  the  said  paper  writing  was  signed 
by  the  witnesses  Judith  Eveits^  Henry  Walker^  and 
Elizabeth  Flaxman^  or  either  of  them :  that  about  fli 
years  before  his  death,  the  testator  requested  the  mid 
Judith  Evetts  to  sign  her  name  to  the  said  paper  writing 
in  his  presence,  which  she  accordingly  did ;  and  that  at 
the  time  of  her  so  signing  the  same  he  informed  her 
that  the  said  paper  writing  was  his  will :  that  after  she 
had  so  signed,  but  at  another  time,  and  when  she  was 
not  present,  the  testator  requested  the  said  Henry  Walker 
to  sign  his  name,  and  the  said  Elizabeth  Flaxman  to 
make  her  mark,  which  they  accordingly  did,  in  his  pre- 
sence and  in  the  presence  of  each  other ;  and  that  after 
the  said  Elizabeth  Flaxman  had  so  made  her  mark  the 
testator  wrote  against  the  mark  the  words  ^^  EUzabeA 
Flaxman"  "  her  mark,"  in  manner  aforesaid :  that dc 
last  two  witnesses  were  not  at  any  time  informed  that 
the  said  paper  writing  was  the  testator's  will,  nor  did 
any  of  the  witnesses  at  the  time  of  attesting  the  said 
paper  writing  see  the  testator's  signature  opposite  the 
seal  thereof.  It  was  further  found  that  at  the  time  of 
his  writing  and  signing  the  said  paper  writing  and  at 
the  times  of  the  several  attestations  thereto,  the  testator 
was  of  sound  and  disposing  mind. 

It  appeared  that  immediately  above  the  names  of  the 
witnesses  were  written  these  words :  ^*  Signed,  seaiedj 
published,  and  declared  by  the  said  testator  Thoma 
Wrighty  as  and  for  his  last  will  and  testament,  in  the 
presence  of  us  who  at  his  request  and  in  his  presenoeii 

and 
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and  io  tbe  presence  of  each  other,  have  hereunto  sub- 
scribed our  names  as  witnesses  hereto." 

Taddi/  Serjt.  was  to  have  argued  in  support  of  the 
will,  but  the  Court  called  upon 


idsi. 


Wright 
Wright. 


Siarks  Serjt.  to  distinguish  the  present  case  from  the 
case  of  mite  v.  The  Trustees  of  tlie  British  Museum  (a), 
and  Storks  admitting  that  the  cases  were  not  distin- 
guishable. 

The  Court  said  that  they  must  abide  by  their  decision 
ID  the  latter  case,  and  pronounced  in  favour  of  the  will. 

Judgment  for  Plaintiffs,  (i) 

(a)  6Bingb,  310. 


{b)  WRIGHT  and  Another  v.  WRIGHT. 
(Before  Littledale  J.,  Norfolk  Summer  A8sizes«  Augutt  4  1830.) 


In  this  case  the  Vlce-Chan- 
cdlor  had  directed  an  issue  de^ 
viiavit  vel  non  ;  and  had  ordered 
that  Francis  fFrigbt,  the  execu- 
tor and  trustee  for  sale  under  the 
wQl,  «  should  be  at  liberty  to 
attend  the  trial  of  such  issue." 
The  PlaintiflTs  were  legatees  under 
tbe  willy  and  the  Defendant  heir 
at  law. 

After  the  PlaintifTs  had  closed 
their  case»  and  the  Defendant's 
counsel  (who  called  no  wit- 
nessesy)  had  addressed  the  jury, 
Prendergojti  who  appeared  for 
Francis  Wright^  contended  that 
he  had  a  right  to  address  the 
jury.  He  submitted  that  he  had 
the  tame  privileges  under  this 
aniey  as  he  would  have  had  if 
Appearing  for  the  same  client  in 
the  court  of  equity;  and  there 
he  would  be  permitted  to  address 

H 


the  Courty  as  he  now  proposed  to 
address  the  jury.  He  also  arguedy 
that  unless  he  was  allowed  to 
address  the  jury>  the  permission 
to  attend  would  be  unmeaning. 
He  hady  or  might  havey  different 
instructionsy  and  a  different  case 
to  submit  from  those  of  both  the 
other  parties ;  and  unless  he  were 
allowed  to  present  mch  case  to 
the  jury  his  attendance  would  be 
useless. 

^/ori/ Serjt.  for  the  Defendanty 
contendedy  that  none  l^ut  *  the 
parties  on  the  record  were  en- 
titled to  address  the  jury;  and 
he  cited  a  case  tried  before 
Best  C.  .7.  at  Bedford^  in  which 
an  issue  had  been  directedy  touch-* 
ing  the  sanity  of  Sir  Gregory 
Page  Turner^  and  leave  given  to 
a  thhrl  party  in  the  equity  suk 
h  4  to 


Where  on  the 
trial  of  an 
issue  out  of 
chanceryy  it  is 
ordered  that  a 
third  party 
should  be  at 
liberty  to 
attend  tbe 
trialy  the  coun- 
sel for  such 
party  will  not 
be  permitted 
to  call  wit- 
nesses nor  to 
address  the 
jury. 
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Wright 

V. 

Wright. 


to  attend  the  trial  at  law.  The 
counsel  for  that  party  having  in- 
sisted on  his  right  to  address  the 
jury,  it  was  ruled  by  Bejt  C.  J. 
that  he  might  cross-examine  the 
witnesses,  and  submit  points  of 
law  to  the  Court,  but  could  not 
address  the  jury. 

LittLedale  J.  I  have  con- 
sulted my  brother  Pdrke$  who 
entertains  a  doubt  ^  but  I  am  of 
opinioiiy  tipdn  principle,  that 
Francis  Wright  cannot  be  al- 
lowed to  address  the  jury,  for  he 
ii  not  a  party  to  the  record. 
Nor  d6  the  xtrmi  of  this  order 
make  any  difierence;  for  if  it 
had  been  the  intention  of  the 
court  of  equity  to  allow  him  this 
privilege,  he  would  have  been 
made  a  party  to  the  issue.  But 
as  he  is  only  permitted  to  attend 
the  trial,  it ,  is  plain  that  the 
Court  which  directed  the  issue 
intended  to  make  a  distinction 
between  him  and  the  other  par- 
ties. The  course  proposed  to 
be   adopted  would  be  attended 


with  greit    inconvenience.      If 
this  party  were  allowed  to  ad- 
dress the  Jury,  why  should  he 
not  call  witnesses  ?  And  if  to,  a 
wholly  different  case  might  be 
presented  to  the  Court  from  that 
in  cont^t  between  the  FbintiS^ 
and  Defendantf  and  a  different 
issue  raised  from  that  intended 
to   be  raised  by   the  order.     I 
think  that  this  party  can  only  be' 
allowed    to     cross-examine  tbe 
witnesses,  and  to  suggest  pointi 
of  law ;  and  that  he  cad  nddwr 
call  \intnesses  himself  nor  addrw 
the  jury.     This  I  decide  npon 
principle,  and  1  aini  fortified  in 
my  opinion  by  the  dccisioa  cf 
Lord  Chief  Justice  BesU  whkh 
has  been  cited  at  the  bar. 

Andrews    and    AuitiA  fer 

Plaint  ffs. 

Storks   Serjt.   and   KeUj  iot 
Defendant. 

Prendergast     for     Frams 
might. 


Majg* 


DelegaL  and  Others  v.  Nayloi(. 


The  Defend-    '^HE  government  of  Peru  having  improperly  detained 

uAder  aereei*  *  ^'^^P  ^^  ^^^  Plaintiffs,  were  induced,  by  the  inter- 
ment to  pay  position  of  the  British  government,  to  make  the  Plain- 
^h*  ^T"^^  ''^*  *  compensation,  which  they  paid  in  paper  money  rf 
tenihibiiUttes  ^^^  Peruvian  goVeriiment  balled  biUettes^  purporting  to  he 

issued  to  the  of  the  value  of  16,011  dollars.  The  Defendant  having 
Plaintiffs  by  ** 

the  Peruvian  government  on  a  remonstrance  by  the  British  government,  as  a  com* 
pensation  for  injury  done  to  the  Plaintiffs,  Held,  that  the  prothonotary  was  to  estimats 
the  value  as  the  value  of  a  bill  of  exchange  for  the  same  number  of  dollars  on  a  home 
of  respectability  at  Lima,  although  the  billettei  were  at  a  great  discoimt. 

<  '  claimed 
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claimed  to  retain  these  billettes  under  a  title  which  he 
could  not  sustain,  the  FlaintiiTs  sued  him  in  trover,  and 
the  matter  being  referred  to  arbitration,  an  award  wa» 
given  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiffs. 

By  a  rule  of  this  Court,  it  was  then  ordered  thai 
execution  should  only  issue  for  the  value  specified  in  the 
biUettesy  to  be  estimated  by  the  prothonotary  at  the  rate 
at  which  they  were  current  at  the  time  of  the  award. 

It  was  afterwards  arranged  that  the  Defendant  should^ 
by  a  certain  day,  now  past,  deliver  up  the  identical 
Uttetles  in  respect  of  which  he  had  been  sued^  or  pay 
die  value  found  by  the  prothonotary. 

The  prothonotary  found  the  value  to  be  3460/.  125. 6d* 
taking  the  dollar  at  45. 1(/.,  its  value  in  this  country,  and 
the  billettesj  as  worth  the  number  of  dollars  they  re-^ 
presented. 

The  Defendant  having  been  unable  to  procure  and 
deliver  up  the  identical  billettes^ 


18S1. 


DeleqaIt 

NAYLORt. 


Janes  Serjt.,  upon  affidavits  that  the  billeiies  were  at  a 
discount  of  from  60  to  70  per  cent,  at  Limoj  and  were 
worth  there  little  more  than  a  third  of  the  sum  they 
represented^  and  that  the  Plaintiffs  had  at  one  time 
ordered  the  Defendant  to  get  rid  of  them  at  60  per  cent/ 
dbcount,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  calling  on  the  Plaintifl^  to 
abew  cause  why  the  prothonotary  should  not  revalue  the 
billeUes. 


Taddtf  and  Wilde  Serjts.  shewed  cause  upon  affidavits^ 
which  stated  that  the  identical  billettes  were  worth  to  the 
Plaintiffs  the  full  value  they  represented,  though  they 
might  be  of  less  value  in  the  hands  of  others,  and  in  the 
English  market  were  of  no  value  at  all.  The  Peruuian 
government  having  issued  them  to  the  Plaintiffs  by  way 
of  compensation,  upon  a  remonstrance  by  the  British 
government^  would  not  venture  to  allow  less  than  the 
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Deleqal 
Naylor* 


full  nominal  value  if  they  should  be  presented  by  the 
Plaintiff  themselves  in  Lima.  The  prothonotary,  there- 
fore, in  estimating  the  value  to  the  Plaintiffs,  could  only 
enquire  what  was  the  value  of  the  number  of  dollars  the 
Inllettes  represented. 


Jones  {Bompas  Serjt.  was  with  him),  contri.  These 
billettes  must  be  valued,  like  any  others,  at  the  amount 
at  which  they  are  current ;  that  is,  at  60  or  70  per  cent 
discount.  For  aught  that  appears  to  the  contraiy,  the 
Penman  government  may  have  issued  enough  of  them 
to  the  Plaintiffs  to  pay  them  their  whole  claim  at 
that  rate. 

At  all  events  the  prothonotary  ought  to  have  taken 
into  account  the  expense  of  transmitting  to  or  from 
Lima  the  sum  to  be  paid  by  the  Defendant,  which, 
according  to  the  affidavits,  would  reduce  the  value  of 
the  dollar  from  45.  Id.  to  3s.  ^d. 


The  Court  having  taken  time  to  look  into  the  affidafits, 
ordered  that  the  value  of  the  billettes  should  be  taken  as 
16011  dollars;  and  as  to  the  dollars,  that  the  Plaiotiffi 
should  be  in  the  same  situation  as  if  they  bad  in  their 
hands  a  bill  of  exchange  for  16011  dollars  on  a  house  of 
unquestionable  solidity  at  Lima.  The  amount  to  be 
obtained  for  such  a  bill  would  depend,  not  on  the  value 
of  the  dollars  alone,  but  on  the  rate  of  exchange  re* 
suiting  from  the  expense  and  risk  of  transfer  between 
London  and  Lima ;  and  the  prothonotary  was  to  ascer- 
tain  what  such  a  bill  was  worth  in  London,  (a) 


(/x)  The  billettes  in  question 
having  been  insured  by  the  De- 
fendant from  Lima  to  England, 
and  their  loss  by  the  perils  of  the 
seas  having  been  assigned  as  the 
reason  why  they  were  not  restored 
to  the  PlaintifTs, 


Spankie  Seijt.  claimed  to  be 
heard  in  support  of  the  fcxt* 
going  rule,  on  behalf  of  the 
underwriters ;  but  the  Court  de- 
clined to  hear  him,  on  the  ground 
that  the  underwriters  were 
strangers  to  the  suit  between  the 
Plaintiffs  and  Defendant. 
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DuvERGiER  V.  Fellows.  ^^'^  9« 

y^JNDAL  C.  J.     This  was  a  rule  calling  upon  the  The  plaintiflT 
Derendant  to  shew  cause  why  the  recognizance  of  ^f low  haying 
bail  in  error  in  this  cause  should  not  be  cancelled.    The  error  in  an 
fiicts  of  the  case  are  these :  —  action  on  a 

In  the  year  1828  an  action  was  brought  in  this  court  ^^  *    rdered 
by  the  Plaintiff  in  error  against  the  Defendant  in  error  the  recog- 

on  a  bond ;  in  which  action  the  Defendant  pleaded  several  ""^^"ce  to  he 
1  r     I.-  I-   •  •  •     J         J     .L         cancelled, even 

pleas,  on  some  of  which  issues  were  joined,  and  others  after  judement 

were  demurred  to.  affirmed  itt 

The  demurrers  having  been  argued,  judgment  was  •?  ^^^    , 
given  for  the  Defendant  iu  Michaelmas  term  1828.  new  writ  of 

A  writ  of  error  having  been  brought  on  the  judgment,  cn^or  brought 
1  •  o  1    •!  11  II    1    *o  the  House 

the  recognizance  ot  bail,  now  sought  to  be  cancelled,  ^p  Lords,  and 

Was  entered  into,  conditioned  to  prosecute  the  writ  of  though  the 

..1      /p    .  Plaintiff' was 2 

error  with  effect.  ^^  . , 

foreigner  and 

That  writ  of  error  was  argued  in  the  Court  of  King'd  insolvent. 
Bench  in  Easter  term  last,  when  the  judgment  of  this 
Court  was  affirmed. 

A  writ  of  error  upon  that  judgment  of  affirmance  wasi 
afterwards  brought,  which  is  now  depending  in  the 
House  of  Lords.  Upon  the  bringing  of  that  writ  of 
error,  a  recognizance  of  bail  having  been  entered  into 
similar  to  that  entered  into  in  this  Court,  an  application 
to  cancel  that  recognizance  was  made  to  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench,  when  a  rule  nisi  was  granted,  which,  in 
Michaelmas  term  last  was  made  absolute  on  payment  of 
coats,  on  the  authority  of  the  case  of  freeman  v.  Gard- 
ner{a)t  in  which  it  was  held  that  the  statute  of  3  Jac.  L 
C.8.J  requiring  the  recognizance  to  be  in  double  the 

{a)  iD.  fcf  1^.184. 

sum 
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sum   recovered,  extended  only  to  cases  in   which  the 

writ  of  error  was  brought  by  the  Defendant  in  the  court 

below. 

The  present  application  was  afterwards  made  to  thiv 

Ck)urt,  and  on  shewing  cause  against  it,  the  authority  of 

the  case  in  Damling  and  Rj/Iand  was  not  disputed,  nor 

the  propriety  of  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  King's 

Bench  between  these  parties ;  but  it  was  insisted  that 

the  present  application  came  too  late,  the  parties  having 

laid  by  until  after  the  judgment  was  affirmed,  and  a  nev 

writ  of  error  brought. 

We  think,  however,  this  circumstance  makes  no  dif- 
ference, inasmuch  as  there  being  no  authority  to  compel 
the  entering  into  such  recognizance,  it  seems  to  us  it 
cannot  possibly  be  enforced. 

Another  objection  made  to  the  application  is,  that  the 
Plaintiff  is  insolvent  and  a  foreigner,  resident  out  of 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court ;  and  that  the  action  was 
brought,  not  for  his  benefit,  but  of  a  creditor  whom  he 
had  permitted  to  use  his  name;  all  which  appears  by 
affidavit ;  and  that  the  Court  would,  under  the  circum* 
stances,  have  compelled  the  giving  security  for  costs. 

To  this  we  answer,  that  a  special  application  for  that 
purpose  should  have  been  made  pending  the  suit,  and 
that  this  Court  cannot,  at  this  period  of  the  cause,  take 
any  notice  of  those  circumstances.     We  are  therefb 
of  opinion  the  rule  should  be  made  absolute.     On  th^ 
part  of  the  bail  it  is  contended,  that  under  the  circnm^ 
stances  stated  in  the  affidavits,  it  should  be  made  abso-^ 
lute  without  costs ;  but  we  see  no  reason  to  make  an^ 
distinction  between  that  case  and  the  rules  pronounced 
by  the  Court  of  King's  Bench :  it  must,  therefore,  be 
absolute  upon  payment  of  costs. 

Rule  absolote. 
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Holding  v.  Pigott.  Maj^. 

nPHE  declaration  alleged,  that  the  Defendant  with  If  the  lease 

force  and  arms,  &c.  stopped  a  certain  wai^gon  and  <^^ntain  no 

.  °°  stipulations  at 

divers,  to  wit,  four  horses  harnessed  thereto,  of  and  be-  to  the  mode 

jonging  to  the  Plaintiff,  the  said  waggon  being  then  and  ^^  quittingf 
there  loaded  with  divers,  to  wit,  100  sheaves  of  wheat,  tenantS^cn- 
&c^   and  then  and  tliere  unhooked,  unharnessed,  and  titled  to  his 

unfastened   the  said  horses  of  the   Plaintiff  from  the    '^Vf'Z^^^ 

crop  according 
loaded  waggon  of  the  Plaintiff,  and  then  and  there  har-  to  the  custom 

nessed  and  fastened  other  horses  to  the  said  loaded  of  the  country, 
waggon;  and  then  and  there  seized,  took,  and  drove  Sielerms^f 
the  same  with  the  said  wheat,  &c.  laden  thereon  as  afore-  holding  may 
luud  away,  and  converted  and  disposed  of  the  said  wag-  "«>^con«i»tent 
gon,  wheat,  3cc.  so  laden  thereon  as  aforesaid,  to  the  custom« 
Defendant's  own  use.     To  which  the  Defendant  pleaded, 
secondly, 

That  be&re  and  at  the  time  when,  &c.  the  Defendant 
was  lawfully  possessed  of  a  certain  close  or  piece  or 
'parcel  of  land  called  the  Rack  Fields  situate  and  being 
at,  &c.;  and  because  the  said  waggon  and  horses  at  the 
said  time  when,  &c.  were  wrongfully  in  and  upon  the 
said  close  or  piece  or  parcel  of  land  encumbering  the 
^ame,  and  doing  damage  there  to  the  Defendant,  he  at 
the  said  time  when,  &c.  stopped  the  said  waggon  and 
horses  in  the  said  close  or  piece  or  parcel  of  land  so 
eocumbering  the  same  as  aforesaid,  and  tlien  and  there 
harnessed  and  fastened  other  horses  to  the  said  waggon, 
and  seised,  took,  and  drove  the  said  waggon  away  to  a 
small  and  convenient  distance,  to  wit,  in,  &c.,  and  there 
left  the  same  for  the  use  of  the  Plaintiff,  doing  no  un- 
necessary damage  to  the  same  on  that  occasion. 

Repli- 
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Replication,  that  Icftig  before  the  said  time  when,  &c 
to  wit,  on  the  3d  day  of  June  1825,  at,  &c.  the  Plaintiff 
had  become  and  was  tenant  to  one  George  Ncn^lorofa  ce^ 
tain  messuage,  buildings^  farm«  and  land,  situate,  &&  com- 
prising,  amongst  other  closes,  pieces,  or  parcels  of  land, 
the  said  dose,  piece,  or  parcel  of  land  in  the  lecoiid 
plea  mentioned,  and  in  which,  &c.  called  the  Back  Fiddf 
that  is  to  say,  as  tenant  thereof  from  year  to  year  for  ss 
long  time  as  the  Plaintiff  and  the  said  George  Neghr 
or  other  the  person  or  persons  for  the  time  being  en* 
titled  to  the  reversion  of  and  in  the  said  messoagesi 
buildings,  Arm,  and  land  should  respectively  pleise; 
and  that  the  tenancy  of  the  Plaintiff  of  and  in  the  laid 
farm  and  land  (except  a  certain  close,  parcel  thereof  used 
as  A  boozy  pasture,)  commenced  on  and  from  the  85tli 
of  March  1825  ;  and  the  tenancy  of  the  Plaintiff  of  and 
in  the  said  close,  parcel  of  the  said  farm,  used  as  a 
boozy  pasture,  and  of  and  in  the  said  messuage  and 
buildings,  commenced  on  and  from  the  1st  day  of  Mtq 
1825,  to  wit,  at,  &c.;    that  he  continued  to  occupy 
the  said  farm  and  land   comprising  the  sdd  close  in 
which,  &C.  called  the  Back  Fields  and  the  said  other 
closes,  pieces,  or  parcels  of  land,  as  such  tenant  thereof 
as   aforesaid,   until  and    upon  Lady^day  in   the  year 
1830,  when  bis  said   tenancy  of  and  in  all  the  said 
closes,  pieces,  and  parcels   of  land   (except   the  said 
close  used  as  a  boozy  pasture)  ended  and  determined; 
and  that  he  continued  to  occupy  the  said  messoage, 
buildings,  and  close  used  as  a  boozy  pasture,  as  sodi 
tenant  thereof  as  aforesaid,   until  and   upon  the  1st 
of  May  in  that  year,  when  his  said  tenancy  of  and 
in  the  said  messuage,  buildings,  and  dose  used  as  a 
boozy  pasture,  also  expired,  to  wit,  at,  &c.     And  the 
Defendant  thereupon,  at  the  respective  times  last  aforo* 
said,  became  and  was  the  next  succeeding  and  incoming 
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tanant  and  occupier  of  the  said  messuage,  buildings,  and 
ikrm  and  lands,  to  wit,  at,  &c.   That  long  before  either  of 
the  said  several  and  respective  times  hereinbefore  men- 
tioned, and  during  all  the  time  he  the  Plaintiff  conti- 
naed  to  occupy  the  said  messuages,  buildings,  farm, 
and  land,  there  hath  been  and  still  is,  and  from  time 
wiiereof  the  memory  of  man   is  not  to  the  contrary 
diere  hath  been,  a  certain  ancient  and  laudable  custom 
used  and  approved  of  within  the  said  parish ;  that  is  to 
say,  that  every  tenant  and  occupier  of  any  lands  within 
the  same  parish,  holding  from  year  to  year,  such  year 
ending  on  the  25th  of  March^  or  on  the  1st  of  May^  and 
who  has  sown  any  of  his  land  with  wheat  on  a  fallow  at 
the  wheat  seedness  next  before  the  expiration  of  his 
tenancy,  and  has  afterwards  reaped  the  wheat  growing 
cm  such  land,  as  and  for  a  part  of  his  'way-going  crop, 
has  been  used  and  accustomed  to,  and  of  right  ought 
to  have,  take,  and  enjoy  to  his  own  use,  two  third  parts 
of  such  wheat,  and  to  leave  the  other  third  for  the 
incoming  tenant ;  and  that  every  such  tenant  who  has 
sown  any  of  his  land  with  wheat  after  a  crop  of  turnips 
at  the  wheat  seedness  next  before  the  expiration  of  his 
tenancy,  has  been  used  and  accustomed,  and  of  right 
ought  to  have,  take,  and  enjoy  to  his  own  use,  and  to 
reap,  cut,  and  carry  away,  when  ripe,  and  fit  to  be 
reaped  and  carried  away,  his  'way-going  crop ;  that  is  to 
say,  one  half  of  the  wheat  so  sown  after  a  crop  of  tur- 
nips as  aforesaid,  and  to  leave  the  other  remaining  half 
part  thereof  for  the  use  of  the  incoming  tenant :  that  at 
the  wheat  seedness  next  before  the  expiration  of  his  said 
tenancy  of  and  in  the  said  messuage,  buildings,  and 
land,  that  is  to  say,  on  the  15th  Naoember  1829,  and  in 
the  season  next  after,  the  said  field  called  Rack  Field 
had  been  sown  with  turnips  as  aforesaid,  and  he,  the 
Plaintiff,  sowed  with  wheat  the  said  field  called  Rack 
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Fields  after  such  crop  of  turnips  as  aforesaid;  and  that 
afterwards,  and  after  the  expiration  of  the  tenancy  oP 
the  Plaintiff,  and  whilst  the  said  messuage,  buildiogs^ 
farm,  and  land  were  in  the  tenancy  and  occupatioa  of 
the  Defendant,  as  such  succeeding  and  incoming  tenant 
as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  the  Plaintiff  cut  down  and 
reaped  the  said  wheat  growing  on  the  field  called  tbe 
Rack  Fieldy  and  so  sown  by  him  as  aforesaid ;  and  after- 
wards, to  wit,  on,  &c.,  at,  &c.,  by  and  with  tbe  appro- 
bation, consent,  and  concurrence  of  the  Defendant*  did 
set  apart  one  half  part  of  tlie  said  wheat  so  cut  down 
and  reaped  as  aforesaid,  and  did  leave  the  same  for  the 
use  of  the  Defendant;  and  by  and  with  the  like  appro^ 
bation,  consent,  and  concurrence  of  the  Defendant,  did 
reserve  and  keep  the  other  and  remaining  half  part  for 
the  use  of  himself,  the  Plaintiff:  that  afterwards,  to  wit, 
on,  &c^  at  &c.,  he,  tbe  Plaintiff,  did  go  to  and  enter 
the  said  field  called  the  Back  Field  with  the  said  wag- 
gon and  horses,  for  the  purpose  of  honsiog  and  carrying 
away  the  said  half  part  of  the  said  wheat  so  reserved  and 
kept  by  and  so  belonging  to  him  as  aforesaid,  and  did 
then  and  there  load  the  said  waggon  with  a  certain 
quantity  of  the  said  last^-mentioned  wheat,  to  wit,  the 
said  quantity  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  was  them 
and  there  about  to  drive  away  tbe  said  waggon  and 
horses,  with  the  said  wheat  thereon  as  aforesaid^  finom 
and  out  of  the  said  field  called  the  Back  Fields  unto  a 
convenient  place  for   the  preserving  and  keq)ing  the 
same  last-mentioned  wheat,  until  the  Defendant,  of  his 
own  wrong,  stopped  the  said  waggon  and  horses,  and 
harnessed  and  fastened  other  horses  to  the  said  waggon, 
and  seized,  took,  and  drove  the  said  waggon  away,  and 
converted  and  disposed  of  the  said  waggon  to  bis  tbe 
Defendant's  own  use,  in  manner  and  form  as  the  Plain- 
tiff had  above  complained  against  him. 

Rejoinder, 
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Rejoinder,  that  although  the  Plaintiff  had  become 
nd  was  tenant  of  the  said  messuage,  buildings,  farm, 
nd  lands  in  the  replication  to  the  second  plea  men-  v. 

ioned,  and  continued  to  occupy  the  said  farm,  land,  Puxmr. 
nd  premises  as  such  tenant  thereof  as  aforesaid,  until 
nd  upon  the  respective  times  in  the  said  replication,  in 
bat  behalf  mentioned,  in  manner  and  form  as  the  Plain- 
iff  had  therein  in  that  behalf  above  alleged ;  for  re- 
dinder  nevertheless  to  the  said  replication  the  Defendant 
wiidf  that  the  Plaintiff  during  all  the  time  aforesaid  held 
iid  occupied  the  said  farm,  land,  and  premises,  with  the 
fqpurtenances,  under  and  subject  to  the  following, 
mongst  other  terms  and  conditions,  that  is  to  say,  that 
m  should  not  grow  more  than  twenty-two  acres  of  win- 
er  com  in  any  year;  that  the  wheat  land  should  be 
mnmer  fallowed  and  well  manured  for  the  crop ;  that 
he  Plaintiff  should  spend  all  the  fodder,  hay,  straw, 
nmips,  &c.  on  the  premises ;  and  in  all  respects  should 
ocapy  the  said  land  in  a  husbandlike  manner,  to 
fitf  at,  &c.  The  Defendant  then  averred,  that  the 
^laintiff  did  not  in  the  summer  next  preceding  the  ex- 
iration  of  his  said  tenancy  and  the  time  when  he  so 
owed  the  said  field  called  the  Rack  Field  with  wheat  as 
fi^resaid,  summer  fallow  the  said  field  called  the  Back 
?ieldj  and  well  manure  the  same  for  the  said  crop  of 
pfaeat  so  sown  thereon  at  the  wheat  seedness  preceding 
be  expiration  of  his  said  term  as  aforesaid,  but  wholly 
i^lected  so  to  do ;  and  on  the  contrary  thereof,  sowed 
he  said  field  called  the  Rack  Field  with  wheat  at  the 
rbeat  seedness  next  before  the  expiration  of  his  said 
enancy  without  summer  fallowing  and  well  manuring 
he  same  for  the  said  crop  of  wheat,  the  said  field  having 
leen  sown  with  and  producing  a  crop  of  turnips  in  the 
eason  next  before  the  wheat  seedness  when  the  said 
ield  was  so  sown  by  the  Plaintiff  with  wheat  as  in  the 
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said  replication  mentioned^  contrary  to  a  hnsbandlike 
manner,  and  to  the  tenor  and  eSect,  true  intent  and 
meaning,  of  the  terms  and  conditions  on  which  the  Plain* 
tiff  so  held  and  occupied  the  said  field  as  such  tenant 
thereof  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  at,  &c. 
Demurrer  and  joinder. 


EusseU  Seijt  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  The  re- 
joinder is  ill,  because  the  custom  of  the  country  as 
to  the  'way-going  crop  is  not  excluded  by  the  conditions 
of  demise,  as  those  conditions  do  not  affect  the  rights 
of  an  off-going  tenant.  At  all  events  the  I>efendant 
cannot  take  advantage  of  the  breach  of  those  conditioii% 
because  such  breach  was  a  matter  solely  between  the 
off-going  tenant  and  his  landlord. 

The  conditions  of  demise,  as  set  forth  in  the  rejoinder, 
do  not  exclude  the  custom  of  the  country.    Wig^gojorik 
V.  DaUison  {a)  established  the  law,  that  though  a  fium 
be  held  under  a  written  agreement,  the  custom  of  the 
country  may  well  be   insisted   upon,   provided  su 
custom  be  not  excluded  by  the  terms  of  the 
ment.     Now  here  the  agreement  to  spend  ail  the  stra' 
upon  the  premises  clearly  does  not  relate  to  the  time  €mm 
terms  of  quitting.     The  off-going  tenant  could  not  apea^ 
the  straw  on   the  premises.     According  to  Senior  t« 
Attnytage  {b)^  a  custom  for  the  tenant  of  a  farm  in  a 
particular  district  to   provide  labour,  tillage,  sowings 
and  all  materials  for  the  same  in  his  'way-going  year, 
and  for  the  landlord  to  make  him  a  reasonable  com- 
pensation, is  valid  in  law,  and  may  be  insisted  upon, 
although  the  farm  be  held  under  a  written  agreement, 
provided  the  custom  be  not  thereby  expressly  excluded. 
And   in  that  case  one  clause  in  the  agreement  was, 
'<  That  all  manure,  compost,  &c.  was  to  be  used  upon 


{a)  Doug*  %ou 
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the  fenn."  In  Webb  v.  Plummer  {a)  the  agreement  con- 
tained express  stipulations  as  to  the  mode  of  quitting 
the  farm.  The  decision  turned  on  those  stipulations! 
and  therefore  confirmed  the  principle  established  by  the 
other  two  cases. 

And  the  tenant's  breach  of  the  conditions  in  the 
agreement  is  a  matter  solely  between  himself  and  his 
landlord.  Boraston  v.  Green  {b)  is  in  point.  There  it 
was  holden,  that  an  action  did  not  lie  by  an  in-coming 
tenant  to  recover  the  value  of  the  'way-going  crops  taken 
by  an  off-going  tenant,  contrary  to  the  stipulations  in  his 
lease,  because  the  remedy  for  any  mismanagement  of  the 
land  during  the  preceding  tenancy  appertains  to  the  land- 
lord and  not  to  the  in-coming  tenant* 


18S1. 


HoLDn^a 
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Jofnes  Seijt.  contra.  The  custom  is  confessedly  ex- 
duded  where  there  is  an  express  stipulation  as  to  the  terms 
of  quitting.  And  where  the  terms  of  the  holding  are 
incompatible  with  the  off-going  tenant's  taking  the  'way- 
going crop,  it  is  the  same  thing  as  if  there  were  an 
express  stipulation  to  that  effect.  Here  there  is  an 
express  stipulation  that  the  occupier  shall  sow  his  wheat 
on  a  summer  fallow,  which  is  incompatible  with  his 
having  a  'way-going  crop.  If,  notwithstanding  this 
stipulation,  the  Plaintiff  can  recover  on  die  custom,  he 
obtains  a  crop  by  his  own  wrong,  and  the  open  violation 
of  bis  contract. 

BusseU.  The  wrong,  if  any,  is  a  wrong  to  the  land- 
lord, and  not  to  the  in-coming  tenant ;  and  the  remedy 
is  for  the  landlord  alone.  But  the  stipulation  as  to 
summer  fallowing  is  a  stipulation  touching  the  mode  of 
holding,  and  not  the  mode  of  quitting. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 
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TiNDAL  C.  J.  The  question  in  this  case  arises  on 
the  sufficiency  of  the  Defendant's  rejoinder  to  that 
replication  of  the  Plaintiff  which  he  has  put  in  to  the 
Defendant's  second  plea  of  justification. 

The  Plaintiff,  in  his  replication,  sets  oat  a  cudtom 
within  the  parish  where  the  locus  in  quo  is  situate,  for 
every  tenant  and  occupier  of  land  in  the  parish,  holding 
firom  year  to  year,  whose  tenancy  of  land  expires  at 
Ijady  Dayj  <^  where  he  has  sown  any  of  his  lands  with 
wheat  on  a  fallow  at  the  wheat  seedness  next  before  the 
expiration  of  his  tenancy,  and  has  afterwards  reaped  the 
wheat  growing  on  such  land,  as  and  for  a  part  of  his 
'way-going  crop,  to  take  and  enjoy  to  his  own  use  two 
third  parts  of  such  wheat,  and  to  leave  the  other  third 
for  the  in-coming  tenant ;  and  where  such  tenant  has 
sown  any  of  his  land  with  wheat,  after  a  crop  of  turnips, 
at  the  wheat  seedness  next  before  the  expiration  of  his 
tenancy,  to  take  to  his  own  use,  and  to  reap,  cut,  and  cany 
away  when  ripe  and  fit  to  be  reaped  and  carried  away,  his 
'way-going  crop ;  that  is  to  say,  one  half  of  the  wheat  so 
sown  after  the  crop  of  turnips;  and  to  leave  the  other 
remaining  half  part  thereof  for  the  use  of  the  incoming 
tenant."  Now,  in  answer  to  this  replication,  the  De- 
fendant rejoins,  that  the  Plaintiff  held  his  farm,  of 
which  the  locus  in  quo  forms  part,  ^^  under  and  subject 
to  the  following  conditions ;  that  is  to  say,  that  he  should 
not  grow  more  than  twenty-two  acres  of  winter  com 
in  any  year;  that  the  wheat  land  should  be  summer 
fallowed,  and  well  manured  for  the  crop;  that  the 
Plaintiff  should  spend  all  the  fodder,  &c.  on  the  pre- 
mises, and  occupy  the  land  in  an  husbandlike  manner;* 
and  the  Defendant  then  proceeds  to  allege,  ^^  that  the 
Plaintiff  did  not  summer  fallow  the  field  in  which,  &c, 
and  well  manure  the  same  for  the  said  crop  of  wheat, 
but,  on  the  contrary,  sowed  the  said  field  with  wheat  at 
the  wheat  seedness   next  before  the  expiration  of  his 
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tenancy,  without  summer  fallowing  and  well  manuring." 
The  point,  therefore,  is,  whether  the  terms  upon  which 
the  Plaintiff  held  his  farm  are  so  inconsistent  with 
custom  for  the  'way-going  crop  as  to  prevent  the 
Plaintiff  from  claiming,  under  the  custom,  his  right  to 
the  share  of  the  wheat  after  he  had  reaped  it,  and  also 
the  right  to  drive  his  waggons  on  to  the  land  to  take  it 
away. 

Now  it  seems  clear  that  the  Plaintiff,  in  order  to  shew 
any  title  to  the  wheat,  must  bring  himself  within  the 
custom  for  the  'way-going  crop ;  for  inasmuch  as  the 
wheat  was  growing,  at  the  time  it  was  cut,  on  land 
occupied  by  the  Defendant,  such  wheat  would  primd 
Jacie  belong  to  him ;  and  the  Plaintiff  could  only  make 
title  to  it,  either  under  a  reservation  in  his  former  lease, 
which  being  granted  by  the  same  person  under  whom 
the  Defendant  holds,  and  being  prior  in  point  of  date, 
would  bind  the  Defendant ;  or  by  a  custom  which  binds 
the  Plaintiff  and  his  former  landlord,  and  through  him 
the  present  Defendant :  but  there  was  no  reservation  or 
agreement  contained  in  the  lease  applying  to  a  'way- 
gcHng  crop,  and,  consequently,  the  Plaintiff's  right  to 
the  wheat,  if  it  exists,  must  depend  upon  bringing  his 
case  within  the  custom. 

It  is  contended,  however,  on  the  part  of  the  Defend- 
ant, that  the  Plaintiff  held  on  such  terms  as  exclude  the 
application  of  the  custom  at  all ;  or,  in  other  words,  that 
holding  as  he  did,  on  the  condition  that  the  wheat  land 
should  be  summer  fallowed,  no  custom  in  the  parish,  for 
a  'way-going  crop  of  wheat  sown  after  a  crop  of  turnips, 
eould .  apply  to  his  case ;  and  this  appears  to  be  the  real 
question  between  the  parties. 

It  may  be  useful  to  consider  this  case  as  if  the  contest 
arose  between  the  out-going  tenant  and  the  landlord,  for 
that  is  the  strongest  test  to  which  the  right  of  the  out- 
going tenant  can  be  submitted. 
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1881.  It  may  be  admitted,  that  if  any  condition  is  found  in 

the  lease  necessarily  repugnant  to  or  inconsistent  with 
the  custom,  the  latter  is  excluded ;  for  it  can  only  be 
called  in  aid  where  the  former  is  silent  upon  the  subject 

In  considering  whether  there  is  in  this  case  such 
inconsistency  or  repugnancy,  the  first  observation  that 
arises  is  this ;  that  the  agreement  set  out  in  the  rejoin- 
der is  silent  altogether  as  to  any  terms  on  which  the 
tenbnt  shall  quit;  the  stipulation  is  confined  expressly 
to  the  period  of  holding  by  the  tenant     It  adverts  to 
nothing  that  is  to  take  place  at  the  termination  of  the 
tenancy ;  it  speaks  only  of  terms  of  holding  during  its 
continuance.     There  b  nothing,  therefore,  in  such  an 
agreement,  directly  at  variance  with  the  application  of  a 
custom  between  the  landlord  and  tenant,  where  sudi 
custom  does  not  come  into  force  and  existence  until 
the  expiration  of  the  term.     The  rights  of  the  landlordl 
and  tenant  may  be  governed  by  the  terms  of  the  agree-> 
ment  during  the   tenancy,  and   by  the  terms  cf  tke 
custom  immediately  afterwards.     And  tliis  distinguishea 
the  present  case  from  that  of  Webb  v.  Plummer^  where 
there  were  express  stipulations  relating  to  the  rights  of 
the  out-going  and  in-coming  tenant  at  die  terminatioD  of 
the  lease,  and  which,  therefore,  were  held  to  exclude 
the  custom. 

In  the   next  place  it  is   to  be  observed,   that  the 
custom  is  in  the  affirmative,  viz.  that  the  tenant  shall 
have  one  proportion  of  the  wheat  for  a  'wa^'-going  crop, 
if  sown  after  a  summer  fallow,  another  proportion  if 
sown  after  turnips.    The  covenant  in  the  lease  is  affirm- 
ative also,  viz.  that  the  wheat  land  shall  be  summer 
fallowed.     Why  may  not  the  affirmative  custom  and 
the  affirmative  covenant  subsist  together;  the  landlord 
having  the  right  to  recover  a  compensation  in  damages 
if  the  affirmative  covenant  is  not  observed ;  the  tenant, 
on  the  other  hand,  claiming  his  'way-going  crop  in 

wheat 
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wheat  sown  after  turnipsi  according  to  the  affirmative 
terms  of  the  custom  ?  The  Defendant  requires  the  same 
eflbct  to  be  given  to  the  affirmative  stipulation  that  the 
tenant  would  sow  after  summer  fallowing,  as  if  there 
had  been  an  express  stipulation  in  the  negative,  either 
that  the  tenant  should  take  no  'way-going  crop  on  his 
quitting;  or  as  if  he  had  agreed,  that  in  case  he  sowed 
wheat  on  land  not  summer  fallowed  he  would  forfeit 
Us  claim  to  a  'way-going  crop  thereon ;  in  both  which 
latter  cases  no  doubt  could  be  entertained  but  that  the 
costom  would  be  excluded  by  the  express  contract  of 
die  parties.  Again,  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  there  is  an- 
odier  condition  of  holding,  viz.  that  the  tenant  should  not 
pow  more  than  twenty-two  acres  of  winter  com  in  any 
fear;  and  if  the  landlord  has  the  right  to  exclude  the 
custom  in  the  case  already  considered,  so  also  he  ought 
Id  be  able,  if  the  tenant  exceeded  that  quantity,  to  con- 
tand  that  the  com  would  be  his  own ;  the  one  is  as  in- 
oonaistent  with  the  existence  of  the  custom  in  its  alleged 
eitent  as  the  other.  But  in  the  case  of  Boraslon  v. 
Green  it  was  held  that  the  landlord  could  not  have 
his  election,  either  to  take  a  small  compensation  in 
damages  for  a  trifling  excess  of  sowing  beyond  the 
twenty-two  acres,  or  the  'way-going  crop  itself.  Indeed 
it  wonlii  be  difficult  to  say  at  what  precise  time  the 
property  in  this  corn  can  be  supposed  to  vest  in  the 
landlord.  At  the  moment  wheat  is  sown  upon  turnips 
Ihe  property  is  in  the  tenant,  and  at  all  events  would 
continue  so  until  the  expiration  of  the  term.  The  pro- 
pearty  in  the  com  would  not  vest  in  the  landlord,  though 
lown  in  breach  of  the  covenant.  Agdn,  at  the  moment 
the  wheat  is  sown,  a  right  of  action  for  damages  would 
vest  in  the  landlord,  and  so  would  continue  to  the  end 
df  the  term.  It  is  difficult  to  perceive  any  principle  on 
which  the  landlord's  right  to  an  action  for  damages 
xasesy  and  the  property  in  the  growing  wheat  becomes 

I  i  4  vested 
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18dl«        vested  in  him  instead  thereof.     The  case  of  BorasUm^. 

Hold  no       Gr^^j  both  in  its  decision  and  in  the  reasons  given  by 

V.  Lord  Ellenborough  and  Mr.  Justice  Bayley^  go  strongly 

PiGOTT.       jQ  ^ijg  principle,    that   the  landlord   would  have  his 

remedy  by  action,  and  the  tenant  would  have  the  wheat 

under  the  custom. 

Now  if  this  is  the  conclusion,  in  case  the  landlord 
had  taken  the  premises  at  the  expiration  of  the  term,  it 
must  be  equally  so  at  least  where  there  is  a  new  in- 
coming tenant  For  here  the  landlord  lays  no  claim  tt 
all  to  the  crop:  he  does  not  even  insist  upon  di- 
mages  for  the  breach  of  covenant  But  the  tenant,  who 
is  not  entitled  to  those  damages,  sets  up  the  breoch 
of  covenant  made  with  his  landlord  as  a  ground  for 
divesting  from  the  outgoing  tenant  the  property  in  the 
com  which  he  claims  under  the  custom. 

Indeed  it  might  be  fairly  contended  that  the  costoffl 
set  out  in  the  record  is  evidence  of  an  agreement  made 
directly  between  the  out-going  and  the  in-coming  tenant^ 
to  which  the  in-coming  tenant  upon  the  facts  pleaded 
appears  to  have  given  his  assent ;  and  if  so,  the  right  of 
action  for  damages  on  the  part  of  the  landlord  against 
the  out-going  tenant  appears  to  be  res  inter  alios  ada^ 
which  can  have  no  effect  on  the  rights  of  the  Plaintiff 
and  Defendant  under  such  agreement 

On  these  grounds  we  think  the  custom  still  applies 
to  give  the  off-going  tenant  the  right  to  a  proportion  of 
the  corn  sown  by  him  after  turnips,  leaving  the  landlord 
to  his  remedy  for  breach  of  covenant  And  we  are  glad 
to  find  the  law  concurs  with  the  justice  and  honesty  of 
the  case  when  we  give 

Judgment  for  the  Plaintiff 
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Pope  and  Others  v.  Sale.  Mojs. 

T^EBT  on  bond.     The  Plaintiffs,  Pope^  Sutthery^  De-  Debt  on  a 

borah  Stratton^  Flexman,  and  Puddephatt,  as  over-  ^^1^^!^**' 

seers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  Cheskam^  declared  that  into  by  De- 

tbe  Defendant  by  his  certain  writing  obligatory,  sealed  ^ndaiit,  the 

with  his  seal,  acknowledged  himself  to  be  held  and  firmly  ^£  *  {^^j^^  ^ 

bound  to  James  Pope  and  John  Sutthery^  churchwardens,  to  pay  the 

WilUam  Gomnif  James  Clare^  Benjamin  BatcheloTj  and  ^^**"^*^'i 
-r  -L        All  n    y  n    t  '  \       n  P*n«h  oflflcew, 

J<mn  AUnutt^  overseers  of  the  poor  of  tlie  parish  of  a/.  6d.  a  week 

Chesham  aforesaid,  in  the  sum  of  100^.,  to  be  paid  to  as  long  as  the 

the  said  J.  Pope^  J.  Sutthery^    W.  Gomm^  J,  Clares  B.  providcd*for 

BaicheloTj  and «/.  Allnutty  or  their  certain  attorney,  exe-  at  the  erpense 

Ctttors,  administrators^  or  assigns:  which  said  writing  J*  the  parish. 

obligatory  was   and   is   subject  to  a  certain  condition  Defendant 

thereunder  written,  whereby,  after  reciting  that  Hannah  was  ready  and 

Atkins,  of  the  parish  of  Chesham^  in  the  county  of  Bucks,  ^^^  ^^  the '^" 

single  woman,  did  in  and  by  her  voluntary  examination  child,  and  le- 

in  writing,  taken  on  oath  before  William  Lowtidesj  Esq.,  one  S?^^^*^^ 

of  His  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  said  county,  deliver  the 

declare  herself  to  be  with  child,  and  that  the  said  child  ^^^^^  to  him, 

was  likely  to  be  born  a  bastard,  and  to  be  chargeable  to  ^y^^  y^  , , 

the  said  parish  of  Chesham,  and  that  the  Defendant  was  provided  for 

the  father  of  the  said  child ;  and  also  reciting  that  the    XJ^^  ^'""7 

.,  .  tiffs,  as  parish 

Defendant,  in  order  to  indemnify  the  said  parish  from  officers  of 

the  maintenance  of  the  said  child  as  much  as  in  him  lay,  ^^if  own 
had  applied  to  the  said  churchwardens  and  overseers  to  ^"^^^J  jn 
take  his  security  for  the  maintenance  of  the  said  child, 
which  they  had  consented  to  do  as  thereinafter  was  men- 
tioned ;  and  that  therefore  the  Defendant  had  entered 
into  that  his  bond  as  security  for  the  payment  of  the 
sum  of  405.  for  the  month's  lying-in  of  the  said  HantioA 

Atkins, 
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18S1*        AikinSj  and  the  payment  of  the  weekly  sum  of  2s.  Sd, 

'  from  the  expiration  of  the  said  month  for  the  support 

^,  of  the  said  bastard  child  so  long  as  he  or  she  should 

Sale.  continue  to  be  provided  for  at  the  expense  of  the  said 
parish;  the  condition  of  the  said  writing  obligatory 
was  declared  to  be  such,  that  if  the  said  Defendant,  his 
heirs,  executors,  or  administrators,  did  and  should  well 
and  truly  pay,  or  cause  to  be  paid,  unto  the  said  J. 
Pqpej  <7.  Sutthery^  W.  Gomrn^  J.  Clare,  B*  BatdUiorj 
and  c7.  Allnutty  or  either  of  them,  and  their  succes- 
sors, churchwardens  and  overseers  for  the  time  beings 
the  sum  of  405.  for  the  month's  lying-in  of  the  said 
Hannah  Atkins^  and  also  the  weekly  sum  of  2s.  6dL 
for  and  on  account  of  all  manner  of  rates,  cost% 
charges,  and  expenses  which  should  or  might  in  any 
manner  arise,  happen,  come,  grow,  or  be  imposed  upon 
the  said  churchwardens  and  overseers  for  the  time 
being,  touching  or  concerning  the  said  bastard  diild 
begotten  on  the  body  of  the  said  Hannah  Atlam  ai 
aforesaid,  the  sum  of  25.  6d.  to  be  paid  weekly  and  eac& 
and  every  week  for  and  during  so  long  time  as  the  said 
bastard  child  should  continue  to  live  and  be  provided 
for  at  the  expense  of  the  said  parish,  and  to  begin  im- 
mediately from  and  after  the  expiration  of  the  month's 
lying-in  of  the  said  Hannah  Aikins,  then  the  said 
writing  obligatory  was  to  be  void  and  of  none  fSect^ 
otherwise  to  remain  in  full  force,  power,  and  virtue. 
The  Plaintiffs  then  averred,  that  after  the  making  of 
the  said  writing  obligatory,  to  wit,  on,  &c  the  child 
with  which  the  said  //.  Atkins  was  so  pregnant,  and 
whereof  the  Defendant  was  such  reputed  father  as  afore- 
said, was  born  and  was  still  living,  to  wit,  at,  &&; 
yet  the  Defendant,  although  often  requested  so  to  do^ 
did  not,  nor  would,  from  and  after  the  expiration  of  the 
month's  lying-in  of  the  said  H.  Atkins,  well  and  truly 
pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  unto '  the  said  churchwardens 

and 
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uid  orerseerst  and  tbeir  successors  for  the  time  being,  IdSl. 
the  said  weekly  sum  of  2s.  6d.  for  and  on  account  of  all 
manner  of  rates,  costs,  charges,  and  expenses  which 
did  arise,  happen,  come,  or  were  imposed  upon  the  said 
diurchwardens  and  overseers  for  the  time  being  touching 
or  concerning  the  said  bastard  child  begotten  on  the 
body  of  the  said  H.  Atkins  as  aforesaid,  for  and  during 
so  long  time  as  the  said  bastard  child  did  continue  to 
live  and  be  provided  for  at  the  expense  of  the  said 
parish,  but  wholly  refused  and  neglected  so  to  do;  and 
on  the  contrary  thereof,  after  the  making  of  the  said 
writing  obligatory,  and  after  the  expiration  of  the 
month's  lying-in  of  the  said  H.  Atkins^  and  whilst 
cotain  successors  of  the  said  churchwardens  and  over- 
seers in  the  said  writing  obligatory  mentioned,  to  wit, 
the  said  «/.  Pope  and  J.  Sutthery  were  churchwardens, 
and  W.  Weedon^  W.  Puddephatiy  J.  Howard^  and  S. 
Puddephatt  were  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish, 
and  during  the  time  the  said  bastard  child  did  continue 
to  live  and  be  provided  for  at  the  expense  of  the  said 
parish,  to  wit,  on,  &c.  at,  &c.  a  large  sum  of  money, 
to  wit,  the  sum  of  4/.  105.,  for  and  on  account  of 
thirty-six  of  the  said  weekly  payments  in  the  said  con- 
didon  mentioned,  became  and  was  due  and  owing  from 
the  Defendant,  and  still  was  in  arrear  and  unpaid,  con- 
trary to  the  form  and  effect  of  the  said  writing  obligatory 
and  of  the  said  condition  thereof,  to  wit,  at,  &c.  And 
the  Plainufis,  as  overseers  as  aforesaid,  assigned  as  a 
further  breach  of  the  said  condition  of  the  writing  ob- 
ligatory, that  afterwards  and  whilst  the  Plaintiffs,  <7.  Pope 
and  «7.  Siitthery  were  churchwardens,  and  the  Plaintifis 
2).  Stratton^  J.  FLexman^  J.  Puddephatt  the  younger,  and 
G.  StevenSy  were  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish, 
the  Plaintiffs  being  successors  of  the  said  churchwardens 
and  overseers  in  the  said  writing  obligatory  and  con- 
dition 
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1831.  dition  mentioned  as  aforesaid,  and  during  the  time  the 
said  bastard  child  did  continue  to  live  and  be  provided 
for  at  the  expense  of  the  said  parish,  to  wit,  on,  && 
at,  &c.,  a  certain  other  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the 
sum  of  125. 6^.  of  like  lawful  money,  for  and  on  accoiint 
of  five  other  of  the  said  weekly  payments  in  the  said 
condition  mentioned  became  and  was  due  and  owing 
from  the  Defendant,  and  still  was  in  arrear  and  unpaid, 
contrary  to  the  form  and  effect  of  the  said  writing 
obligatory  and  of  the  said  condition  thereof  to  wit, 
at,  &c.,  by  reason  of  which  said  breaches  the  said  writing 
obligatory  became  forfeited,  and  thereby,  and  by  force  of 
the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  an  action 
accrued  to  the  Plaintiffs  as  such  overseers  as  afinne- 
said,  &c. 

The  Defendant  pleaded,  first,  non  est  factum ;  se- 
condly, that  before  the  weekly  payments  claimed  by  the 
Plaintiffs  became  due,  the  child  was  nine  years  old^  abk 
to  earn  wages  and  support  itself  by  employment ;  and 
that  the  Defendant  was  willing  to  employ  it  and  pay 
reasonable  wages,  of  which  the  Plaintiffs  had  notice^ 
but  voluntarily  and  of  their  own  wrong  provided  for  the 
child : 

Thirdly,  that  before  the  said  several  times  when  the 
said  supposed  weekly  payments  in  the  said  supposed 
breaches  of  the  condition  of  the  said  writing  oblatory 
in  the  said  declaration  mentioned  were  supposed  to 
have  become  due  and  owing  from  the  Defendant,  to 
wit,  on,  &c.  at,  &c.  the  said  bastard  child  had  attained 
a  certain  age,  to  wit,  the  age  of  nine  years,  and  was 
then  past  the  age  of  nurture  ;  and  the  said  bastard  child, 
at  the  time  of  the  making  the  request  thereafter  mentioned, 
was  and  thence  hitherto  had  been  under  the  power  and 
control  of  the  said  overseers  and  churchwardens  of  the 
said  parish  for  the  time  being :  and  the  Defendant  farther 

said. 
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said,  that  he  the  Defendant  was  then  and  there,  and 
thence  hitherto  had  been  and  still  was  able  and  willing 
wholly  and  completely  to  keep  and  maintain  and  provide 
for  the  said  bastard  child  without  the  aid  or  assistance 
of  the  said  parish ;  and  then  and  there  and  theretofore 
and  before  any  of  the  said  times  last  above  mentioned, 
to  wit,  on,  &c.  at,  &c.,  requested  and  desired  the  then 
overseers  of  the  said  parish,  and  oflen  afterwards  re- 
quested the  Plaintiffs,  since  they  became,  overseers, 
to  deliver  over  the  said  bastard  child  to  his  the  said 
Defendant's  care  and  management,  whereby  the  said 
bastard  child  might  have  been  provided  for,  without 
bring  chargeable  to  the  said  parish :  but  that  the  said 
bastard  child  had,  during  ^U  the  respective  times  in  the 
said  respective  supposed  breaches  mentioned,  been  pro- 
Tided  for  at  the  expense  of  the  said  parish  by  the  Plain- 
tifi  and  the  respective  overseers  and  churchwardens  of 
the  said  parish  for  the  time  being,  voluntarily  and  of 
their  own  wrong,  and  if  the  Plaintiffs  or  the  said  parish 
were  damniBed,  they  had  been  and  were  damnified  of 
their  own  wrong,  &c. 

Upon  the  first  plea  the  Plaintiffs  joined  issue.  To 
the  second  they  replied,  that  the  child  was  not  able  to 
work  and  support  itself;  on  which  issue  was  joined:  and 
to  the  third,  that  the  child  was  not  under  the  power  and 
control  of  the  said  overseers  and  churchwardens  of  the  said 
parish  for  the  time  being,  in  manner  and  form  as  the 
Defendant  had  alleged  ;  on  which  issue  was  also  joined. 

At  the  trial  before  Tindal  C.  J.,  London  sittings  afler 
]ast  Michaelmas  term,  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  Plaintiffs 
on  the  two  first  issues,  and  a  verdict  for  the  Defendant 
on  the  third,  with  leave  for  the  Plaintiffs  to  move  to  enter 
up  a  verdict  for  51.  2s,  6d.  on  that  issue  also,  if  the 
Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  third  plea  was  not 
an  answer  to  the  action. 

WUde 


Pope 
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18S1.  Wilde  Seijt  accordingly  moved  for  judgment  tm 

obstante  veredicto. 

The  plea  is  no  bar  to  the  action.      According  to 

Sals.  the  more  recent  authorities,  the  putative  father  has 
no  right  to  the  custody  of  a  bastard,  and  public  policy 
requires  that  such  should  be  the  law.  He  is  wOm 
Jlliusj  and  cannot  take  by  gift  or  devise,  until  he  bis 
attained  by  time  a  name  of  reputation,  (a)  In  Sker- 
man's  case  (i),  indeed,  Twisden  J.  said,  —  "  The  pu- 
tative father  might  take  the  child  and  maintain  it  him* 
self;  and  there  is  a  dictum  to  the  same  effect  in  Bwradti 
case(c):  in  Smith's  case  {d)  it  is  intimated  that  the  pa- 
tative  father  might  have  taken  the  child  at  first,  but  not 
afterwards ;  for  '^  he  may  sell  him  or  make  away  with 
him,  as  too  often  happens : ''  in  Rex  v.  Hodnett  {e)  it 
was  held,  that  bastards  are  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Marriage  Act,  which  requires  the  consent  of  the  fiuher, 
guardian,  or  mother,  to  the  marriage  of  persons  under 
age,  and  that  the  putative  father  might  give  such  ooDsent: 
and  in  Newland  v.  Osman  {g\  it  was  considered  by  the 
Court  that  the  putative  father  might  take  the  child 
and  maintain  it  himself,  and  that  this  was  the  reason 
why  orders  for  the  maintenance  of  such  children  most 
not  be  limited  to  any  certain  time :  in  Hulkmi  ?. 
Malken  {h)  the  Court  gave  no  opinion  on  the  point, 
except  by  referring  to  the  language  of  GrotiuSf  that  the 
mother  is  the  only  certain  parent.  But  in  Rex  v.  Mo$e* 
ley  (i),  and  Rex  v.  Soper  (Jc\  the  child  was  restored  to  the 
mother  under  a  writ  oi  habeas  corptiSt  Lord  Kenyan  say- 
ing the  putative  father  had  no  right  to  the  custody  of 

(a)  Co.Litt.3.  (g)  iBott,459- 

(b)  I  Fentr.  aio.  lb)  %  mU.  126. 
\c)   I  Fentr.  48.  It)  5  Eojtf  234-  a. 

d)   I  Both  490.  U)  sT.R.%79. 


\ 


e)  I  r.  11.96. 


the 
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the  child ;  and  in  Bex  v.  Hopkins  {a)  Lord  Ellenboroiigh  1 831. 
likewise  restored  the  child  to  its  mother.  So,  in  Exparte 
Knee  {b\  it  was  held  that  the  mother  of  a  bastard  is 
entitled  to  the  custody  of  the  child  in  preference  to  the 
pntative  father,  although,  from  his  circumstances,  he 
may  be  better  able  to  educate  it  And  in  Siratigeways 
y.  B6binion{c)  Mansfield  C.  J.,  without  deciding  the 
point,  said,  <^  Considering  who  the  persons  are  who  are 
likely  to  be  fathers  of  children  of  this  description,  it  is  a 
very  strong  position  to  lay  down,  that  any  father,  no 
matter  who,  any  ragged  vagabond  whatever,  although 
much  less  competent  to  educate  the  child  than  those  who 
before  had  the  custody,  shall  have  a  right  to  call  for  the 
custody  of  the  child.'' 

A  rule  nisi  having  been  granted, 

E.  Lcmes  Serjt.  shewed  cause. 

The  cases  of  habeas  corpus  which  have  been  referred 
to  do  not  apply  to  the  question  before  the  Court,  be- 
cause the  restoring  the  child  to  the  mother  in  a  contest 
between  the  putative  father  and  the  mother  is  not 
incompatible  with  restoring  the  child  to  the  putative 
fiuber  in  a  contest  between  the  putative  father  and  the 
parish  officers.  There  is  no  decision  adverse  to  the 
claim  of  the  father  in  such  a  case ;  all  the  dicta  in  the 
books  are  in  his  favour;  and  it  is  much  more  for  the 
interest  of  the  child  to  be  under  the  care  of  a  father 
able  and  willing  to  maintain  it,  than  exposed  to  the 
indifference  or  harshness  of  parish  officers.  In  Richards 
V.  Hodges  {d)  the  question  went  off  on  a  defect  in  the 
pleadings ;  and  in  Strangeways  v.  Mobinson  the  plea  was 
held  bad  for  want  of  an  averment,  which  the  Defend- 
ant's plea  contains,  that  the  child  was  in  the  power  of 
the  parish  officers. 

{a)  7  Eastf  579.  (r)  4  Taunt,  498. 

(b)  iN,R.  Z48.  (d)  %  Saund,  83. 

But 
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1831.  But  the  bond,  in  the  present  case,  is  not  a  bond  on 

which  the  Plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  sue.  They  are  the 
successors  of  the  parish  officers  to  whom  it  was  given; 
and  the  statute  54  G.  d«  c.  170.  5. 8.,  which  enables  the 
overseers  for  the  time  being  to  sue  on  bonds  pven  to 
their  predecessors,  applies  only  to  bonds  given  to  in- 
indemnify  a  parish  :  the  Defendant's  bond  is  void,  being 
neither  an  indemnity  bond  nor  a  bond  given  upon 
adjudication  by  a  magistrate,  such  as  is  required  by  the 
statute  49  G.  S.  c.  68.  5.  2.  at  the  hands  of  putative 
fathers,  but  a  mere  voluntary  bond  to  pay  2s.  6(L  a  week; 
and  if  from  illness  of  the  child,  or  any  other  accident,  the 
expenses  attending  it  had  exceeded  25.  6d.  a  week,  the 
parish  would  not  have  been  indemnified. 

Bompas  Serjt  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  weight  of 
authority  is  adverse  to  the  right  of  the  putative  father 
to  have  the  custody  of  the  child ;  and  the  decisions  in 
cases  of  habeas  corpus  are  relevant,  because,  if  the  piiti- 
tive  father  could  claim  the  child  as  against  the  parish, 
he  might,  upon  a  question  of  maintenance,  indirectly 
obtain  the  child  as  against  the  mother. 

Then  as  to  the  validity  of  the  bond,  Middleham  v. 
Bellerby  {a)  is  in  point  to  shew  that  it  is  available  againit 
the  obligor,  although  not  such  a  bond  as  is  required  by 
6  G.  2.  c.  31.  s.  1.,  or  49  G.  3.  c.  68.  s.  2.  The  bond, 
in  that  case,  was  given  voluntarily  for  the  payment  of 
1^.  195.  every  three  months  for  the  maintenance  of  the 
child.  That  cannot  be  distinguished  in  principle  from 
a  bond  for  the  payment  of  ^s.  6d.  a  week.  Such  a 
bond  is  a  bond  of  indemnity  to  that  extent;  at  all 
events  within  the  spirit  of  the  54  G.  3.  c.  170^  which  is 
a  remedial  act,  and  ought  to  be  construed  liberally  fcr 
the  protection  of  parishes. 

(a)  jM.^S.sjq. 

TlOTAL 
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TiNDAL  C.J.  This  question  comes  before  the  Court  1831. 
upoD  a  motion  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiffs  for  leave  to 
enter  up  judgment  for  the  sum  of  5L  25.  6d,  being  the 
amount  of  damages  assessed  by  the  jury  upon  a  bastardy 
bond,  notwithstanding  the  verdict  found  by  the  jury  for 
the  Defendant  on  the  third  plea. 

The  bond  was  not  in  the  usual  form  of  such  bonds 
given  in  compliance  with  the  statute,  a  bond  to  indem- 
nify and  save  harmless  the  parish  officers  and  their  suc- 
cessors against  all  costs,  charges,  and  expenses  which 
they  might  incur  by  reason  of  the  birth  and  maintenance 
of  the  bastard  child ;  but  it  was  a  bond  conditioned  ^^  to 
pay  the  parish  officers  a  weekly  sum  of  2s.  6d»  for  and 
on  account  of  all  such  costs,  charges,  and  expenses;  the 
said  sum  to  be  paid  weekly  and  every  week  for  and 
daring  so  long  time  as  the  said  bastard  child  should 
continue  to  live  and  be  provided  for  at  the  expense  of 
the  said  parish."  And  upon  shewing  cause  against  the 
Plaintiffii'  rule,  two  objections  were  made  to  the  Plaintiffs' 
right  to  recover ;  first,  that  the  bond  was  not  an  indem- 
nity bond,  and,  therefore,  no  right  of  action  passed  to 
the  present  Plaintiffs,  who  sue  as  successors  to  the  ob- 
ligees ;  and,  secondly,  that  the  bond  not  being  given  as 
an  indemnity  bond  under  the  statute,  is  void  at  law. 
As  either  of  these  objections,  if  well  founded,  would 
prevent  the  necessity  of  considering  the  question  raised 
by  the  Plaintiffs'  motion,  it  will  be  best  to  consider  them 
first  in  point  of  order. 

Now,  as  to  the  first  objection,  we  think  the  legal  con- 
stmction  of  the  bond  is,  that  it  is  a  bond  of  indemnity 
to  a  limited  extent.  The  condition  begins  by  reciting, 
•*  That  the  Defendant,  in  order  to  indemnify  the  parish 
from  the  maintenance  of  the  said  child  as  much  as  in 
him  lay,  applied  to  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  to 
take  his  security  for  the  maintenance  of  the  said  child, 
which  they  had  consented  to  do  as  thereinafter  mentioned  ^* 

Vol.  VIL  K  k  and 
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1831.       and  it  then  proceeds  to  recite,  ^^  and  therefore  that  he 
had  entered  into  that  his  bond  for  the  payment  of  the 
sum  of  405.  for  the  month's  lying-in,  and  the  payment  of 
the  weekly  sum  of  2&  6d.  from  the  expiration  of  the 
said  month,  for  the  support  of  the  said  bastard  child  so 
long  as  he  should  continue  to  be  provided  for  at  the 
expense  of  the  said  parish."     And  this  recital  shews 
sufficiently  the  intention  of  the  parties  that  the  parish 
should  be  indemnified  up  to  a  certain  extent;  an  ex- 
tent, probably,  calculated  with  reference  to  the  condi- 
tion  and   means  of  the  Defendant.     But  the  statute 
54*  G.  3.  c.  170.  5.8.,  by  which  succeeding  offic^v  are 
enabled  to  sue  on  parish  securities,  is  not  restridned  to 
the  case  of  indemnity  bonds,  strictly  and  properly  io 
called ;  but  it  enacts  in  more  general  terms,  <^  That  all 
securities  given  for  indemnifying  any  parish  for  the 
maintenance  of  any  bastard  child,  or  any  expenses  in 
any  way  occasioned  to  such  parish  by  i*eason  of  the 
birth  or  support  of  any  bastard  child  born  within  such 
parish,  or  chargeable  thereto,  shall  be  vested  in  the 
overseers,  &c.  for  the  time  being."     It  would,  therefor^ 
as  it  appears  to  us,  be  too  narrow  a  construction  of  s 
statute  intended  to  be  remedial,  if  we  were  ta  hold  the 
present  bond,  intended  by  the  parties  to  be  an  indemni^ 
to  a  limited  extent,  and  a  description  of  security  well 
known  to  be  in  use  at  the  time  when  the  statute  passed, 
not  to  be  within  the  operation  of  the  act 

As  to  the  second  objection,  after  the  case  o(  MiddU" 
ham  V.  Bellerbt/i  we  think  the  present  bond  is  a  valid 
security.  The  bond  is  not  given  under  the  statute 
49  G.  3.  c.  68.  5.  3.  There  is  no  proceeding  against  the 
putative  father  under  that  statute  to  cc»npel  him  to  give 
security ;  but  after  the  voluntary  examination  of  the 
woman,  the  putative  father  gives  a  voluntary  securitf 
for  the  payment  of  a  weekly  sum  so  long  as  the  bastard 
child  should  continue  to  live  and  be  provided  for  by  the 

parish. 
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pirialu  Soch  a  security  has  been  held  to  be  legal  in  1881. 
ibe  case  referred  to ;  it  is,  a  species  of  security  in  ordinary  '^  "~ 
use;  and  there  seems  no  reason>  on  general  principlei  ^ 

why  it  should  be  held  void.  ^^'^ 

The  question,  therefore,  arises,  and  must  be  consi- 
dered by  us,  Whether  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recorer 
notwithstanding  the  verdict  on  the  issue  raised  on  the 
tbifd  plea;  that  is,  in  other  words,  whether  the  third 
plea  discloses  no  matter  of  legal  defence  to  the  action, 
though  every  allegation  contained  in  it  be  admitted  to 
be  true.  The  broad  objection  that  has  been  taken  to 
die  plea  is,  that  the  putative  father  has  no  right  by  law 
to  the  custody  of  the  bastard  child ;  that  it  is  equally 
against  law  and  policy  that  the  parish  officers  should 
deliver  up  the  child  upon  his  request;  and,  consequently, 
that  as  the  legal  obligation  upon  the  parish  to  provide 
far  the  child's  maintenance  still  remains,  the  offer  to 
take  him  back  will  not  relieve  the  putative  father  from 
bis  bond  to  indemnify  the  parish. 

No  decided  case  has  been  cited  in  support  of  this  pro- 
position, and  perhaps  on  consideration  of  the  authorities 
Teferred  to,  they  would  rather  make  against  than  sup* 
port  it.  In  the  .view,  however,  which  we  take  of  the 
present  case,  it  becomes  unnecessary  to  decide  the  point. 
For  the  question  in  this  case  does  not  arise  in  an  action 
upon  a  bond  conditioned  in  terms  to  indemnify  the 
parish ;  in  which,  by  the  rules  of  pleading,  the  De- 
fendant may  answer  the  action  by  pleading  specially 
what  had  been  done  under  the  condition,  and  conclude 
by  saying,  that  if  the  Plaintiff  is  damnified,  it  is  by  his 
own  fault;  but  this  is  an  action  brought  upon  a  bond 
conditioned  for  the  performance  of  one  particular  duty, 
viz.  that  the  Defendant  should  pay  to  the  parish  officers 
the  weekly  sum  of  2s.  6d.  for  and  on  account  of  all  rates, 
costs,  charges,  and  expenses  which  might  in  any  manner 
happen,  &c.  <<  the  said  sum  of  2s.  6d.  to  be  paid  weekly 

Kk  2  and 
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189L        and  each  week  for  and  during  so  long  time  as  the  said 
bastard  child  should  continue  to  live,  and  be  provided 
for  at  the  expense  of  the  said  parish."     Under  such  a 
condition  the  plea,  and  the  only  plea,  is  performance,  to 
which  the  present  plea  does  not  amount.     For  it  is  clear 
upon  the  face  of  the  declaration,  that  the  child  continued 
to  live,  and  be  provided  for  at  the  expense  of  the  parish. 
This  being  a  bond  not  given  under  the  statute  49  G.  ^ 
must  be  considered  as  a  voluntary  bond  between  the 
parties;  and  if  a  bond  given  voluntarily,  it  was  coai- 
petent  for  the  parties  to  have  introduced  any  qualifi- 
cation into  the  condition,  as  to  the  power  of  the  putative 
father  to  demand  the  bastard  child  when  he  was  wiliiag 
and  able  to  support  it,  and  as  to  the  ceasing  of  bis 
liability  in  case  of  refusal  to  deliver  up  the  child.     There 
is,  however,  no  such  provision,  but  the  express  condition 
before  stated.     To  introduce  such  a  term  into  the  con- 
dition, would  be  not  only  adding  to  the  written  contract 
between  tlie  parties,  but  violating  the  apparent  intention 
of  the  parties,  which  was,  that  if  the  parish  took  the 
child,  under  the  terms  of  this  bond,  the  father  should 
agi'ee  to  leave  the  child  in  their  hands  so  long  as  it  re- 
quired to  be  maintained.     The  bond,  therefore,  being 
thus  conditioned,  we  think  the  statement  in  the  plea  of 
facts  from  which  the  inference  is  drawn,  that  the  Plain- 
tiffs, if  damnified,  are  damnified  of  their  own  wrong, 
forms  no  answer  in  point  of  law  to  an  action  on  the 
bond,  and  we  think   the  rule  ought  to  be  made  ab- 
solute. 

Rule  absolute. 


IN  THE  First  Year  of  WILLIAM  IV.  489 

1831. 


Bardwell  and  Others  i;.  Lydall.  ifojfj- 

j^SSUMPSIT  upon  a  guaranty  contained  in  a  letter  Defendant 
addressed  by  the  Defendant  to  the  Plaintiffs  in  the  gua^^te^i 
following  terms :  —  "In  consideration  of  your  giving  ag^intt  debts 
credit  in  the  way  of  your  trade  to  Lionel  Mayhem,  I  to  be  contract- 
guarantee  to  you  the  payment  of  any  debt  which  he  may  ^    ,^ 

contract  with  you  from  time  to  time,  as  a  running  balance  of  40c/ 

of  account  to  any  amount  not  exceeding  400/."  ^'^'  •>«ca«ne 

It  appeared  at  the  trial  that  the  Plaintiffs,  on  the  pijjntifi«  to 
fiikh    of  that  guaranty,    had   furnished  MayhenD  with  the  amount  of 
goods  to  an  amount  far  exceeding  the  400/.;  and  that  ^^if-^'^T*" 
Mayhem  becoming  embarrassed,  assigned  his  effects  to  composition 
truiitees  for  the  payment  of  his  creditors,  pro  rata,  when  ^^**  ^"  ^'*" 
the  PJaintiffs  claimed  a  debt  of  625/.  against  his  estate,  ^hem  8/.  id. 
and  received  from  the  trustees  in  common  with  the  rest  in  the  pound, 
of  the  creditors,  a  dividend  of  85.  Id.  in  the  pound,  on  *Jl^pj?-  "•!•  ^ 
the  whole  debt.    This  dividend  amounted  to  268^  65. 4^.,  out  of  their 
leaving  356/.  due  from  Mayhem  to  the  Plaintiffs.     The  "^^"^^  ^^'^ 
present  action  was  brought  to  recover  that  sum,  being      q*},^  j)^. 

the   difference   between   the    dividend   and   the   whole  fendantt  being 
1  •  sued  for  that 

sum  on  their 
On  the  part  of  the  Defendant  it  was  contended,  that  guaranty, 

the  PlaintiflFs  had  no  right  to  deduct  the  whole  sum  re-    ,  ^^^^»  ^^^ 

,..,,«,  /•Ill     ^"*y  ^^'^  ^'^ 

ceived  as  a  €kvidend  from  the  gross  amount  of  the  debt,  ^jti^  ^o  de- 

and  to  hold  the  Defendant  liable  on  the  guaranty  for  duct  from  it 

the   residue  of  the  demand,  up  to  the  extent  of  the  'J"-'3''«4^ 

,  ^       the  amount  of 

guaranty;  but  that  the  dividend  received  by  the  plain-  the  dividend  of 
tiffs  was  to  be  applied  rateably  to  the  whole  debt ;  as  8'*  ^^  ^  ^ 
Well  the  part  covered  by  the  guaranty  as  the  part  which  ^^^     *^ 
Was  left  uncovered;   and  consequently  a  rateable  de- 
cluction  was  to  be  made  for  the  sum  covered  by  the 
4^aranty. 

K  k  3  The 
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1881. 


Barowell 
Ltdaix. 


The  Defendant  had  paid  into  Court  the  sum  of 
lis/.,  and  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  Plaintifi 
with  2d8/,  IBs.  damages,  making,  with  the  IIBL  paid 
into  Court,  356/.  185.,  the  full  amount  of  the  debt  re* 
maining  due  to  the  Plaintifis ;  leave  being  reserfed  to 
the  Defendant  to  move  to  reduce  the  damages,  if  die 
Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  rateable  dedncdoa 
was  to  be  made  on  the  principle  contended  for  by 


Russell  Seijt,  accordingly,  upon  the  ground  taken  lit 
the  trial,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  reduce  the  verdict  fim 
238/.  185.  to  110/L  65»  8dL,  which  sum  added  to  tbellSL 
paid  into  Court,  and  lllL  135.  4d,  the  dividend  upon 
400/.  at  85.  Id.  in  the  pound,  would  make  op  die 
400/.  for  which  the  Defendant  was  responsible  on  Ui 
guaranty.  Paley  v.  Field  (a)  was  cited  end  rdied  ooi 
There  the  Court  held  that  the  dividend  was  reoetred  on 
each  portion  of  the  debt ;  and  that  as  to  the  portioD  of 
the  debt  covered  by  the  guaranty,  the  creditor  wis  t 
trustee  for  the  surety. 


Taddy  Seijt  shewed  cause.  The  Plaintiffii  are  CB» 
titled  to  retain  their  verdict  for  the  aroonnt  of  the 
deficiency  upon  the  whole  of  Mcyheafs  debt,  that  de* 
ficiency  being  less  than  400/. ;  and  are  not  confined  to 
the  deficiency  upon  400/.  of  the  debt^  after  receiving  the 
dividend  on  that  400/.  The  very  object  €ji  a  goaran^ 
is  to  secure  Co  the  party  guaranteed  205.  in  the  pound. 
This  guaranty  is  for  any  sum,  not  exceeding  400L, 
which  may  be  due  to  the  Plaintiff,  fix>m  time  to  time^  as 
a  running  balance  of  account ;  and  S562L  remains  due  Id 
them  on  the  balance  of  their  account  with  MajfieiB^ 
They  resort  to  his  estate  first  for  a  debt  of  625/.  Tb^ 
receive  268/.  65.  4(/.    If  Mayhem  had  not  assigned  to 


(a)  iarr/.juii.435. 


trustee^ 
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trustees,  but  had  himself  paid  the  268/.  85.  4(2.,  and 
had  then  failed,  could  there  be  any  doubt  that  the  De- 
fendant would  have  been  liable  to  pay  the  S56L  as  the 
balance  due  ?     It  is  not  till  the  Plaintiffs  have  received 
all  they  can  from  Mayhew,  that  the  balance  due  from 
him  can  be  ascertained.     And  it  can  make  no  difference 
whether  Mayhew^s  estate  remain  in  his  own  hands  or  be 
transferred  to  a  trustee ;  whether  the  Plaintiffs  receive 
part  payment  from  Mayhem  himself  or  from  the  trustee. 
In  Paley  v.  Fields  the  dividend  was  held  to  belong  to 
the  Plaintifi^  because  the  Defendants  had  been  paid  all 
they  could  have  received  upon  the  bond  in  any  event ; 
and  if  the  Plaintiffs  here  had  received  the  whole  of  their 
debt,  the  case  would   have  applied.     At  any  rate  a 
decision  in  equity  cannot  affect  the  Plaintiffs'  legal  claim. 


1831. 


Bardwell 
Ltdall. 


Bussell.  A  dividend  is  a  payment  of  so  much  upon 
each  separate  pound  of  the  creditor's  debt:  the  gua- 
ranty extends  only  to  400/.  of  Mayhenfs  entire  debt,  and 
Si.  7cL  having  been  received  upon  each  of  those  four 
hundred  pounds,  the  Plaintiffs  can  only  come  upon  the 
Defendant  for  the  1  Is.  5d,  remaining  due  on  each  pound ; 
1182.  having  been  paid  into  Court  towards  that  amount, 
llOL  6s.  Sd.  is  all  that  the  Defendant  has  to  supply. 
The  calculation,  in  such  a  case,  must  be  the  same  whe- 
ther in  law  or  in  equity. 

Cur.  adv.  wU* 


TiNDAL  C.  J.  This  was  an  action  upon  a  guaranty, 
contained  in  a  letter  addressed  by  the  Defendant  to  die 
Plaintiffs  in  these  terms,  —  *^  In  consideration  of  your 
giving  credit  in  the  way  of  your  trade  to  Lionel  Mayhew, 
X  guarantee  to  you  the  payment  of  any  debt  which  he 
may  contract  with  you  from  time  to  time  as  a  running 
balance    of  account,    to  any    amount   not  exceeding 

4p0t" 
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18SL 


Bardwell 
Lydall. 


It  appeared  at  the  trial  that  the  Plaintifl&,  on  the  faith 
of  this  guaranty,  had  furnished  Mayhem  with  goods  to 
an  amount  far  exceeding  the  400/. ;  and  that  Mm/hem 
becoming  embarrassed,  assigned  his  effects  to  tmatees 
for  the  payment  of  his  creditors,  jro  ratOj  when  th« 
Plaintiffs  claimed  a  debt  of  625/.  against  his  estatCi  and 
received  from  the  trustees,  in  common  with  the  rest  of 
his  creditors,  a  dividend  of  85.  Id.  in  the  pound  on  the 
whole  debt. 

The  present  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  diffiar* 
ence  between  the  dividend  and  the  whole  debt,  being  a 
sum  less  than  the  400/.  secured  by  the  guaranty. 

On  the  part  of  the  Defendant  it  was  contended,  that 
the  Plaintiffs  had  no  right  to  deduct  the  tuAofe  sum 
received  as  a  dividend  from  the  gross  amount  of  the 
debt,  and  to  hold  the  Defendant  liable  on  the  guarantj 
for  the  residue  of  the  demand,  up  to  the  extent  of  the 
guaranty ;  but  that  the  dividend  received  by  the  Plam- 
tiffs  was  to  be  applied  rateably  to  the  whole  debt,  ai 
well  the  part  covered  by  the  guaranty  as  the  part  whidi 
was  left  uncovered,  and  consequently  a  rateable  deduc- 
tion was  to  be  made  for  the  sum  covered  by  the  got- 
ranty.  The  Defendant  had  paid  into  Court  the  sum 
of  118/.,  and  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  Plaintifii 
with  238/.  185.  damages,  being  the  full  amount  of  the 
debt  remaining  due  to  them ;  leave  being  reserved  to  the 
Defendant  to  move  to  reduce  the  damages,  if  the  Court 
should  be  of  opinion  that  the  rateable  deduction  was  to 
made  on  the  principle  contended  for  by  him. 

And  upon  consideration,  we  are  of  opinion  that  such 
deduction  ought  to  be  made.  If  the  whole  amount  of 
the  debt  from  Mayhem  had  not  exceeded  the  400/.,  it  is 
clear  that  the  Defendant  would  have  received  the  (uU 
benefit  of  the  dividend  of  85.  Id,  in  the  pound,  as  be 
could  not  have  been  answerable  under  the  guaranty  for 
more  than  the  remainder,  afler  the  deduction  of  such 
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diTidend ;  and  although  the  amount  of  the  debt  does 
in  this  case  exceed  the  400/.,  and  thereby  the  position 
of  the  creditor  is  so  far  altered,   that  one  part  of  his 
debt»  viz.  to  the  extent  of  400/.,  is  guaranteed,  and  the 
remainder  not,   still   there  seems  no  reason  why  the 
application  of  a  payment  of  so  much  in  the  pound  upon 
the  whole  debt  should  in  any  way  be  affected  by  the 
collateral  circumstance  of  the  guaranty ;  or  why  such 
payment  should  not  be  applicable  as  well  to  the  400/. 
guaranteed  as  to  the  part  uncovered  by  the  guaranty. 
For,  suppose  the  sum  which  exceeds  the  400/.  had  been 
covered  by  the  guaranty  of  another  person,  could  it  be 
oootended  that  the  Plaintiffs  might  have  applied  the 
whole  of  the  dividends  to  either  part  of  the  demand  at 
their  own  election,  and  thus  have  varied,  at  their  own 
pleasure,   the  extent  of  the  responsibility  of  the  two 
toreties  ?    In  the  case  supposed,  we  think  each  of  the 
sureties  might  have  claimed  a  rateable  deduction,  out  of 
each  pound  of  the  amount  of  debt  to  which  their  respec- 
tive guaranties  extended.     And  if  so,  the  same  result 
qipears  to  us  to  follow,  whether  the  excess  beyond  the 
400/.  is  covered  by  the  guaranty  of  a  stranger,  or  the 
creditor  is  contented  to  become  his  own  surety  for  the 
residue,  &c.,  and  to  look  for  payment  of  it  to  the  prin* 
dpal  debtor  alone. 

Again,  suppose  in  the  principal  case  the  Defendant 
had  paid  the  400/.  to  the  Plaintiffs  before  the  Plaintiffs 
bad  made  their  claim  against  Mm//tew*s  estate.  There 
could  be  no  doubt,  in  that  case^  that  if  they  proved  the 
whole  demand,  they  would  have  been  trustees  for  the 
Defendant  for  the  dividend  on  the  400/.;  or,  if  they 
had  declined  to  prove,  that  the  Defendant  might  have 
received  the  dividend  on  that  sum,  if  the  trust-deed 
admitted  of  such  an  arrangement.  And  what  difference 
can  it  make  in  the  equitable  rights  of  the  Defendant^ 
whether  such  payment  is  made  before,  or  is  sought  to 
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\>e  enforced  against  him  after,  the  payment  fro  rati  ouf 
of  the  estate  of  the  principal  ? 

Indeed,  the  case  seems  to  be  decided  as  to  the  right 
of  the  surety  to  claim  the  benefit  of  the  dediictioD  noir 
contended  for,  in  a  court  of  equity,  by  the  case  of  Pakjf 
T.  Fieldf  which  is  in  substance  and  effect  the  same  as 
the  present.  The  Court  there  held,  that  the  dividend 
<was  received  on  each  portion  of  the  debt,  and  that  as  to 
the  portion  of  the  debt  covered  by  the  guaranty,  the 
creditor  was  a  trustee  for  the  surety.  The  Master  of 
the  Rolls  there  observing,  ^^  That  unless  this  were  so, 
it  would  follow  that  the  guaranty  would  operate  to 
compel  the  surety  to  contribute,  in  effect,  to  inderoniiy 
Field  against  a  loss,  against  which  it  was  expressly 
provided  that  he  should  not  be  indemnified,  viz.  a 
loss  occasioned  by  his  advancing  more  than  the  sam 
of  1500/.,"  the  extent  of  the  guaranty  limited  by  the 
bond. 

The  argument  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintififs  proceeds 
on  the  ground,  that  they  may  treat  the  payment  as  a 
payment  in  gross  of  part  of  the  debt ;  and,  consequentlyi 
have  the  right  to  deduct  it,  and  to  claim  the  remainder 
under  the  guaranty.  And,  further,  it  is  ui^ged,  that 
whatever  may  be  the  decision  or  doctrine  of  a  court  of 
equity,  this  is  a  question  in  a  court  of  law,  and  the  de- 
duction cannot  be  supported  upon  any  legal  gromd. 

It  appears  to  us,  however,  tliat  both  these  ot^ecdons 
are  answered  by  adverting  to  the  evidence  given  in  the 
cause.  The  payment  was  not  a  payment  in  gross,  bat 
A  payment  specifically  made  by  the  trustees,  and  speci- 
fically received  by  the  Plaintiffs,  as  so  much  in  each  and 
•every  pound  of  the  whole  •amount  of  the  debt ;  so  that 
there  is  a  specified  appropriation  of  payment  to  each 
and  every  part  of  the  demand,  which  appears  to  usy  in 
law,  to  operate  as  a  part-payment  of  the  400/L,  as  well  as 
«  part-piQ^ment  of  the  residue. 

Upon 
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Upon  this  short  ground,  we  think,  in  the  present  case^ 
the  same  deduction  may  be  made  in  law,  to  which  the 
Defendants  appear  entitled  in  reason  and  good  sense, 
without  compelling  them  to  have  recourse  to  a  court  of 
equity,  and,  accordingly,  we  tliink  the  present  rule  should 
be  made  absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 
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^HIS  was  an  action  on  a  policy  of  insurance  on  goods  The  sentence 

valued  at  2300/.  on  board  the  ship  George^  insured  ^Im^^f^^ 
upon  a  voyage  from  Liverpool  to  Buenos  Ayres^  and  any  nlty  is  not 
port  or  ports  in  the  river  Plate  /  and  in  the  event  of  a  conclutive  as 
blockade,  or   being  ordered  off  the  river  Plate f  with  ^f  condemn- 
liber^  to  proceed  to  any  other  port  in  South  America^  ation»  unless 
Bot  round  Cape  Horn  /  with  leave  to  discharge  there,  g^j^^g/*^  ?  ^ 
or  wait  for  information  and  return  to  Buenos  Ayres.  the  ground  is  x 

The  Defendant  subscribed  the  policy  for  300/.  ^^]^'  '***'  ^^ 

,     -  did  not  appear 

The  first  count  of  the  declaration  averred  the  loss  to  qq  ^  sentence 

be  by  seizure  and  confiscation,  by  mariners  belonging  to  which  stated^ 
A  ship  of  war  in  the  service  of  the  Emperor  of  Brazil,  q^  ^\A  ^ 
The  second,  by  seizure  and  detention  of  persons  un-  sailed  from 
known*    The  third,   by  hostile  capture  by  mariners  ^^'f^^ 

^_  knowinflr  or 

belonging  to  a  ship  of  war  in  the  service  of  the  Emperor  the  blockade 

o(  Btienas 
AjrtJ  by  the  Emperor  of  BraTiil,  from  a  short  distance  of  which  port  she  was  takenr 
ttbd  for  that  reason  ought  to  be  considered  as  violating  the  blockade ;  besides  which, 
it  was  notorious  the  captured  had  endeavoured  to  get  goods  mto  Buenos  Ajnjf  as 
was  clear  from  the  evasive  answers  of  the  captain  i  that  the  captured  had  not  the 
plaonble  excuse  of  going  first  to  Monte  FUeoy  and  thereby  complying  with  the  pub* 
Itthed  instructions ;  from  all  which,  and  from  what  the  dooiments  stated,  the  ship  wa» 
•fya4ged  good  prize/' 

of 
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of  Brazil  i    and  the   fourth   averred   the  loss  by  the 
barratry  of  the  master. 

The  Defendant  pleaded  the  general  issue. 

At  the  trial  before  Tindal  C.  J.,  London  sittings  after 
Miclmelmas  term  1829,  a  verdict  was  directed  to  be 
entered  for  the  Plaintiff,  damages  300/.,  subject  to  the 
opinion  of  the  Court  on  the  following  case  :  — 

The  goods  insured  were  laden  on  board  the  Georff^ 
whereof  Robert  Hunter  was  master,  previously  to  the 
sailing  of  the  vessel  on  the  voyage  insured ;  and  the 
Plaintiffs  were  interested,  as  averred  in  the  declamtioD. 
On  the  2d  of  August  1826,  the  George  sailed  froiD 
Liverpool f  bound  to  Buenos  At/res.  On  the  18th  FArth 
cry  1826,  the  following  notification  appeared  in  the 
London  Gazette  of  that  day :  —  ^^  It  has  been  notified 
by  the  Brazilian  minister  for  foreign  afiairs  to  hb 
majesty's  charge  ^affaires  at  Rio  de  Janeiro^  by  com- 
munication dated  7th  December  last,  that  the  Emperor 
of  Brazil  had  ordered  to  be  instituted  a  strict  blockade 
of  the  ports  in  the  river  Plate  belonging  to  the  govern- 
ment of  Buenos  Ayres^^  The  following  instructioni 
were  given  by  the  owners  of  the  said  vessel  to  the 
master,  previously  to  his  sailing  on  tlie  voyage  in 
question,  viz.  — 

*^  Your  object,  in  the  first  place,  is  to  reach  Bhom 
Ayres^  but  should  you  be  warned  off  by  an  intimation 
from  the  Brazilian  cruisers   of  the  existence  of  the 
blockade,  you  will  then  proceed  to  Monte  VUeo^  and 
land  your  cargo  under  the  orders  of  Messrs.  Anderson 
and  Company's  agent   there.     Messrs.   Anderson  will 
provide  you  with   other   instructions,   which  you  will 
endeavour  to  comply  with  to  the  best  of  your  power,  m 
all  points  which  are  not  in  contravention  of  the  agree- 
ment or  your  bill  of  lading,  or  in  opposition  to  your 
owner's  interests.    You  will  scrupulously  guard  i^inst 
performing  any  act  which  can  be  construed  into  a  viola- 
tion 
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tion  of  the  laws  of  blockade,  such  as  may  render  you 
exposed  to  injurious  delay  or  detention.  In  case  you 
terminate  your  voyage  at  Monte  Videoj  you  will  please  to 
consider  yourself  authorized  to  enter  on  any  new  freight 
or  charter  which  will  prove  a  remunerating  price  to  the 
vessel;  but  if  you  can  previously  consult  with  Messrs. 
i7.  P.  Robertson  and  Co.  in  Buenos  Ayres^  we  wish  you 
to  do  it,  if  no  prejudice  to  the  owners  shall  arise  in  con- 
sequence of  the  delay.  Insurance  is  done  on  the  vessel 
for  5000/.  from  Liverpool  to  a  port  of  discharge  in  the 
Biver  Plate ;  and  on  your  arrival  there,  you  will  give  us 
timely  notice  to  regulate  our  insurance  on  your  further 
voyage." 

On  the  6th  of  October  1826,  about  six  o'clock  p.  m., 
the  vessel  arrived  abreast  of  the  port  of  Monte  Videoj 
two  leagues  distance.  The  wind  blowing  from  the  port, 
and  the  master  not  meeting  with  any  ship  of  war,  or 
any  other  vessel  from  which  he  could  obtain  any  intel- 
ligence respecting  the  state  of  the  port  of  Buetios  Aj/res^ 
he  continued  his  voyage,  and  proceeded  further  up  the 
river  Plate  in  pursuance  of  his  instructions,  conceiving 
that  the  blockade  of  Bitenos  At/res  no  longer  existed, 
until  he  had  got  somewhat  beyond  the  point  of  Lara^ 
about  10  p.  M.  on  the  night  of  the  7th  of  October^  when 
he  descried  the  Brazilian  squadron,  and  immediately 
let  go  his  anchor  in  sight  of  the  squadron.  While  the 
ship  was  at  anchor,  an  officer  belonging  to  the  Brazilian 
corvette  of  war  YmpericUy  came  on  board  the  George^ 
and  took  away  the  ship's  register,  log-book,  and  the 
instructions  relative  to  the  voyage,  together  with  other 
papers  relating  to  the  ship  and  cargo.  The  master  was 
at  the  same  time  conveyed  on  board  the  commodore's 
frigate  Nitroy,  and  one  half  of  the  crew  sent  on  l)oard 
the  corvette  Ymperica.  The  master  was  detained  on 
board  the  frigate  until  the  11th,   on  which   day   the 

Georgey 


18S1. 


DALGLE18H 

Hodgson. 


498 


CASES  IN  EASTER  TERM 


1881. 


Dalglbish 

HODQBON. 


George^  with  the  goods  on  boards  ^^s  carried  into 
Monte  Video  as  a  prize  by  the  Brazilian  squadron. 
Half  the  crew  of  the  George  was  detained  by  the  squad- 
ron as  prisoners  of  war.     The  George  drew  siztma  feet 
of  water.     The  depth  of  water  in  the  riyer  Plaie^  off 
Bue9ios  Ayres^  was  not  sufficient  to  have  enabled  the 
George  to  get  into  the  harbour  of  Buenos  Ayress  but 
she  might  have  Iain  in   the  outer  roads,   where  the 
cargoes  of  deeply-laden  vessels,  bound  to  Buenos  Aj/res^ 
are  usually  discharged  into  lighters.     Such  outer  road^ 
were  within  the  reach  of  the  blockading  squadron*  ancV 
not  protected  by  the  fort  or  batteries  of  Bttenos  Jfyres. 
After  the  George  and  the  goods  were  taken  into  MaUe 
Videoj  proceedings  were  commenced  in  the  prize-court 
there;  and  on   the  ISth   of  December  1826,  the  fol- 
lowing sentence  was  pronounced  by  the  Judge  of  that 
court:  — 

*^  In  virtue  of  summary  process  against  the  En^isk 
brig  George^  taken  by  the  van-guard  of  the  imperial 
squadron  now  blockading  the  enemy's  port  in  the  ri?er 
Plate^  it  plainly  appears,  from  all  the  documents  brought 
forward  in  the  said  process,  that  the  said  brig  sailed 
from  Liverpool^  knowing  of  the  said  blockade,  and  which 
the  captured  do  not  even  deny,  neither  that  her  destin- 
ation was  Buenos  AyreSj  from  which  port,  at  only  a  short 
distance,  she  was  taken ;  and  for  this  reason  it  is  evident 
she  ought  to  be  considered  as  violating  the  said  block- 
ade, and  which  she  would  have  effected,  but  for  the 
diligence  of  the  capturers,  in  spite  of  all  the  means  tried 
to  evade  it:  neither  are  the  endeavours  used  by  the 
captured  to  get  a  part  of  the  cargo  of  this  prize  into 
Buenos  Ayres  less  notorious,  but  which  having  not  been 
able  to  accomplish  in  other  vessels,  and  the  same  being 
returned  to  England^  they  were  in  hopes  to  do  in  this; 
and  this  with  all  diligence,  as  is  proved  by  the  ofBdal 
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report,  foL  57* ;  and  as  is  clear  by  the  evasions  the  cap- 
tain had  recourse  to  in  his  answers  to  the  interro- 
gatories, and  in  the  clause  shewn  in  the  translated  letter, 
fol.  44*  and  65. :  forasmuch  as  besides  not  doing  away 
the  proof  that  Buenos  Ayres  was  the  £rst  port  the  ship- 
ment was  destined  for,  (in  itself  criminal),  it  also  hap- 
pened that  the  captured  had  not  even  the  plausible 
excuse  of  coming  to  this  port  oi  Monte  Video  first  to  get 
intelligence,  and  thereby  comply  with  the  published 
instructions ;  on  the  contrary,  it  is  proved  by  the  log- 
book translated,  fol.  68.,  that  they  saw  it,  and  passed 
even  much  beyond  it,  and  where  they  were  captured; 
from  all  which,  and  from  what  the  documents  state,  I 
judge  the  said  brig  George^  and  her  cargo,  to  be  good 
and  lawful  prize  to  the  capturers ;  the  captured  paying 
the  expenses.  This  process  to  be  remitted  to  the 
supreme  council  of  justice. 

^^  Don  Luis  Joze  Fernandez  be  Oliverrei*. 
^  Monte  Video,  13th  Dec.  1826." 

The  Plaintiffs'  first  witness  proved  that  he  was  the 
agent  for  one  of  the  owners  of  the  George;  that  she  was- 
a  new  ship,  and  tliat  the  voyage  in  question  was  her 
first  voyage ;  that  she  cost  7500/.,  and  was  insured  for 
5000/.;  that  the  freight  agreed  to  be  paid  to  the  owners- 
was  the  ordinary  freight  on  a  voyage  to  the  river  Plate^ 
and  amounted  to  the  sum  of  800/. 

The  second  witness  proved  that  the  blockade  of  Buenos- 
Jfyres  ceased  on  the  1st  of  October  1828;  that  if  the 
GeorgCy  on  arriving  abreast  of  the  port  of  Monte  Video,. 
two  leagues  distant,  the  wind  blowing  from  the  port,  had 
gone  in  to  make  enquiry,  it  would  have  occasioned  great 
delay;  that  the  George  was  a  fast  sailer,  and  might  have 
had  a  great  chance  of  escaping,  if,  instead  of  droppings 
ber  anchor,  she  had  tacked  and  run  down ;  that  there 
was  nothing  dangerous  in  going  into  Monte  Video ;  but, 
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if  the  wind  was  blowing  strong  from  the  north,  that  igy 
from  the  portt  he  thought  she  could  not  have  gone  in ; 
that  if  he  had  attempted  to  break  the  blockade,  his  con- 
duct would  have  been  to  try  to  escape,  and  that  he  should 
immediately  have  tacked  and  stood  away. 

The  Plaintiff's  last  witness  admitted,  on  cross-examin- 
ation, that  at  the  time  of  the  voyage  he  had  searched  tbck 
London  Gazette  for  a  notification  of  the  raising  of  the 
blockade  of  Buenos  Aipres^  but  that  he  did  not  find  any, 
and  did  not  go  to  the  council  office  to  make  enquiry. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  tlie  Court  was.  Whe- 
ther the  Plaintiffs  were  or  were  not  entitled  to  recover? 
If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  Plaintifi 
were  entitled  to  recover,  the  verdict  for  SOOi.  was  to 
stand ;  but  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the 
Plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to  recover,  then  a  nonnut 
was  to  be  entered ;  and  it  was  agreed  the  Court  was  to 
be  at  liberty  to  form  the  same  inferences  from  the  evi- 
dence as  the  jury  might  have  done. 


Spankie  Serjt.  for  the  Plaintiffs  First,  the  captain 
of  the  George  was  in  the  fair  prosecution  of  a  Icsgal 
voyage  at  the  time  he  was  captured;  and,  secondly, 
the  sentence  of  the  foreign  court,  as  set  out  in  this 
case,  is  not  conclusive  to  shew  that  the  ship  was  con- 
demned for  the  prosecution  of  an  illegal  voyage  or 
breach  of  blockade.  Although,  generally  speakinj^  a 
neutral  who  disregards  the  blockade  of  a  belligerent 
power  is  liable  to  .capture,  (case  of  the  Neptumu  (a), 
yet,  if  the  neutral  sails  from  a  port  at  a  great  distance 
from  the  blockading  power,  and  with  no  intention 
of  violating  the  blockade,  the  law  is  otherwise:  u 
where  there  is  reason  to  expect  the  blockade  will  be 
concluded  before  the  ship  arrives,  and  she  sails  with 
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tmdjtdi  instructions  to  seek  another  port  of  discharge 
1  case  the  blockade  should  be  found  to  continue.  Case 
f  the  Shepherdess,  (a)  In  Naylor  v.  Taylor  {b\  a  case 
risifig  out  of  this  same  blockade^  Lord  Tenterden  said, 
^  There  is  no  ground  for  saying,  that  this  voyage,  as 
asored,  was  illegal  in  its  commencement;  indeed,  ac- 
ording  to  the  opinion  of  Lord  St&axllj  in  the  case  of 
be  Shepherdess,  the  vessel  might  have  sailed  for  Buenos 
fyra  without  contravening  the  law  of  nations,  provided 
t  was  a  part  of  the  original  intention  to  enquire  as  to 
be  continuance  of  the  blockade  at  some  port  of  the 
iloduiding  country ;  and  in  this  case  enquiry  might  have 
teen  made  at  Monte  Video,  or  of  any  of  the  Brazilian 
hips  met  in  the  river  Plate ;  and  the  policy  is  framed 
ipon  a  doubt  whether  the  blockade  would  continue  at 
be  time  of  the  ship's  arrival  in  the  Plate,  and  does  not 
sdBcRte  any  intention  to  violate  the  blockade." 

There  is  no  ground  for  alleging  a  deviation.  The  wind 
ras  adverse  to  the  captain's  making  enquiry  at  Monte 
^ideOf  and  in  the  spirit  of  his  instructions  he  brought 
p  88  soon  as  the  Brazilian  squadron  appeared  in  sight, 
Ulead  of  endeavouring  to  escape,  as  he  would  have 
«iiie^  if  there  had  been  any  intention  to  violate  the 
lockade.  No  other  motive  can  be  imputed  to  him  but 
arratry ;  for  which  there  is  no  ground,  but  which  would 
Dtitle  the  Plaintiffs  to  recover. 

Then,  the  sentence  of  the  foreign  court  of  admiralty 
ill  not  assist  the  Defendant 

Such  a  sentence  is  not  conclusive  as  to  the  ground  of 
Dodemnation,  unless  it  be  plainly  and  explicitly  ex- 
resaed.  Where  the  ground  of  condemnation  b  am* 
igaonSf  or  only  to  be  collected  by  inference,  the 
sntence  is  evidence  only  of  the  existence  of  the  de- 
mmy  and  of  the  facts  stated  in  it,  but  not  of  the  ground 
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of  condemnation.  Hughes  v.  Cornelius  {a\  Bernarii  ?. 
Molteux  {b\  Lothian  v.  Henderson  (c),  Bolton  v.  Glai' 
stone  {d)f  Calvert  v.  BoDill{e)^  Fisher  v.  Qg/^.(g)  It  ii 
nowhere  stated,  in  this  sentence,  that  the  condemottioQ 
was  for  breach  of  blockade ;  and  the  facts  disdoced  do 
not  warrant  the  sentence  on  any  other  groond,  for  the 
voyage  itself  was  not  in  contravention  of  the  law  of 
nations.  In  Everth  v.  Hannam  {h\  the  breach  of  blodL- 
ade  was  expressly  found.  No  breach  of  blockade  beiif 
expressly  stated  here,  the  presumption  is  that  the  sbf 
was  condemned  as  enemies'  property ;  Saloucci  v.  Wood* 
mass  (f);  a  ground  of  condemnation  which  could  not  be 
supported. 


Jones  Seijt.  contrd.  Breach  of  blockade  is  salSdisaSij 
apparent  upon  this  sentence  as  the  ground  of  oondeB- 
nation ;  at  all  events,  breach  of  blockade  and  illegality 
of  destination  is  disclosed  by  the  facts  found  in  the 
cause  sufficiently  to  avoid  the  policy ;  and  the  oiptaia 
was  also  guilty  of  a  deviation. 

In  Hughes  v.  Cornelius,  Bemardi  v.  MoUeux^  Bans' 
lay  V.  Letois  (A:),  and  other  cases,  in  which  the  senteiioe 
has  been  deemed  not  conclusive^  there  was  an  entire 
absence  of  any  assignable  ground  for  the  coDdenmatioiL 
But  in  Calvert  v.  Bovill,  Lawrence  J.  said  —  ^<  If  wectfi 
collect  from  the  sentence  itself  on  what  ground  the 
foreign  court  decided,  that  is  conclusive  in  any  action 
brought  in  this  country;  but  if  it  be  ambiguous,  or  does 
not  appear  on  the  face  of  the  sentence  on  what  ground 
they  proceeded,  then  we  may  receive  evidence  to  sheir 
what  were  the  grounds  of  the  decision  abroad;"  It  insf 
fairly  be  collected  from  this  sentence^  that  the  ground  of 


(a)  %  Show.  %$i. 
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condemnation  was  the  breach  of  blockade ;  for  it  com« 
menoes  by  stating,  that  ^^  as  the  ship  sailed  from  Liver* 
wolf  and  was  bound  to  Buenos  Ayres^  knowing  of  the 
blockade,  she  ought  to  be  considered  as  violating  the 
ilockade,"  and  no  other  ground  of  condemnation  is  as^ 
ogned. 

Bot  the  captain  was  guilty  of  a  deviation  in  not  calling 
to  enquire  at  Monte  Video  pursuant  to  his  instructions. 
rbat  was  the  regular  course  of  his  voyage ;  for  the  en- 
optrf  as  to  the  continuance  of  the  blockade  could  only 
be  made  at  the  port  of  the  blockading  power.  Case  of 
die  Shepherdess^  Spes^  and  Irene,  (a)  A  blockade  would 
be  fruitless  if  ships  might  enquire  at  the  ports  of  the 
power  blockaded^  The  attempt  to  violate  the  blockade, 
bowever,  was  not  barratry,  which  can  only  be  ex  ma^ 
tf/kia*    Case  of  Adonis  (&),  Eoerth  v.  Hannam.  (c) 

Sptadcie.  The  captain  was  to  enquire  wherever  he 
ooold)  and  not  exclusively  at  Monte  Video.  His  coming. 
to  aD  anchor  for  that  purpose,  on  seeing  the  Brazilian 
squedron,  was  a  sufficient  discharge  of  his  duty.  The 
decision  in  Calvert  v.  Bovill  establishes,  that  the  Etiglish 
eeoit  will  not  draw  its  conclusion^  as  to  the  ground  of 
oondenination,  from  the  mere  facts  stated  in  the  foreign 
Kiience.  The  conclusion  must  be  drawn  by  the  foreign 
ooort:  it  is  only  from  the  conclusion  drawn  there  that 
the  English  court  will  collect  the  ground  of  the  sen-- 


Cur4  adv.  vuU.- 

^twtiKi.  C.  J.  The  principal  question  in  this  case 
by  Whether  the  sentence  of  condemnation  of  the  brig 
George^  and  her  cargo,  in  the  prize  court  at  Monte 
Video,  dated  the  13th  day  of  December  1826,  is  to  be 
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received  in  our  courts  as  conclusive  evidence  of  the  fad 
that  the  sliip  was  captured  in  attempting  to  break  the 
blockade  of  Bttenos  Ayres.  For  if  that  is  to  be  taken  as 
a  fact  conclusively  proved,  then  the  Plaintiff  in  this  ac- 
tion are  in  no  condition  to  recover ;  not  upon  the  count 
for  capture  and  detentioui  because  such  capture  was 
occasioned  by  the  voluntary  act  of  the  master,  in  lio- 
lation  of  the  law  of  nations ;  nor  upon  the  count  fiv 
barratry,  because  it  appears  upon  the  whole  evidcMe 
that  the  master,  supposing  him  to  have  broken  tbt 
blockade,  acted  honestly  and  bond  Jide  s  his  oondnet 
being  attributable  rather  to  ignorance  or  want  of  caotioa 
than  to  such  fraudulent  design  as  is  necessary  to  con* 
stitute  the  crime  of  barratry. 

The  general  law  upon  this  subject  is  well  known,  thai 
the  sentence  of  a  foreign  court  of  admiralty  of  eooh 
petent  jurisdiction  is  binding  upon  all  partiesi  and  in 
all  countries,  as  to  the  fact  upon  which  the  condon- 
nation  proceeded,  where  such  fact  appears  on  the  fiieeof 
the  sentence  free  from  doubt  and  ambiguity. 

But  it  is  at  the  same  time  as  well  established^  that  it 
order  to  conclude  the  parties  from  contesting  the  ground 
of  condemnation  in  an  Er^lish  court  of  law,  such  groiuid 
must  appear  clearly  upon  the  face  of  the  sentence;  it 
must  not  be  collected  by  inference  only,  or  left  in  on* 
certainty,  whether  the  ship  was  condemned  upon  one 
ground  which  would  be  a  just  ground  of  condemnatioa 
by  the  law  of  nations,  or  on  another  ground  which 
would  amount  only  to  a  breach  of  the  municipal  regu- 
lations of  the  condemning  country.  The  cases  ottiskr 
V.  Ogle  (a),  and  Calvert  v.  Bavill  (2),  are  express  anthch 
rities  to  this  point,  and  the  sentence  of  condemnatmin 
the  latter  case  bears  a  strong  resemblance  to  that  is 
the  present.     There  Lord  Kenyon  C.  J.  says,  "  I(  io- 
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leed,  that  court  had  stated  in  their  sentence  that  they 
ondemned  the  goods  because  they  were  British  pro- 
erty,  I  should  have  considered  myself  bound  by  that 
eotence;  but  they  have  assigned  other  reasons  for  their 
djudication;  the  express  grounds  of  the  sentence  of 
djadication  are,  that  the  ship  was  destined  for  one  of 
be  West  India  islands ;  that  she  was  hired  and  loaded 
t  London^  and  had  a  certain  quantity  of  gunpowder  on 
loard ;  therefore  they  condemned  her  and  her  cargo  as 
rgood  prize."  The  sentence  in  that  case  was,  <*  For- 
smuch  as  the  true  destination  of  the  said  vessel  was  for 
he  English  islands,  having  been  hired  and  loaded  in 
^jomdon^  and  that  there  has  been  found  on  board  her 
ighty  barrels  of  gunpowder,  the  Court  declares  the 
ttid  brig  to  be  a  good  prize  to  the  captors*" 

Now  looking  at  the  adjudicatory  part  of  this  sen- 
ence,  wjiich  is  the  important  part  for  the  discovery  of 
be  precise  ground  of  condemnation,  it  is  in  these 
mas ;  viz.  ^*  From  all  xvhickj  and  from  what  the  docu- 
nents  state,  I  judge  the  said  brig  George  and  her  cargo 
o  be  good  and  lawful  prize  to  the  capturers."  The 
fords  '^from  all  which"  refer  us  back  to  the  premises, 
o  discover  the  grounds  of  the  sentence ;  and  in  those 
NPemises  we  find  enumerated  three  distinct  statements ; 
iiB^  <*  that  it  plainly  appears  from  all  the  documents, 
hat  the  brig  sailed  from  Liverpool  knowing  of  the 
ioekadej  and  which  the  captured  do  not  even  deny,  nor 
het  her  destination  was  Buenos  Ayres^  at  a  short  dis- 
eoce  from  which  she  was  taken ;  secondly,  that  for  the 
eison  last  given,  she  ought  to  he  considered  as  violating 
he  blockade :  thirdly,  that  the  ship  had  not  even  the 
ilsQsible  excuse  of  coming  to  Monte  Video  first,  and 
hereby  complying  with  the  published  instructions"  Now, 
ipoD  referring  to  these  premises,  we  think  we  cannot 
lafely  infer  that  the  precise  ground  of  condemnation 
fas   the  attempt   to  break   the   blockade.     The  first 
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189K  statement  refers  to  the  illegal!^  of  the  ship's  destin- 
ation from  Liverpool  to  Buenos  Ayresj  then  being  under 
blockade.  It  is  impossible  to  say  with  certainty  that 
HoposQHf  tlie  sentence  may  not  have  proceeded  on  that  groondi 
in  part,  if  not  altogether ;  it  is  more  than  probable  it 
did  so ;  for  in  another  part  of  the  premises  the  Judge 
reverts  to  this  statement  in  these  tertns,  '^  Fonsmucb 
as  besides  not  doing  away  the  proof  that  Buenot  Jfyra 
was  the  first  port  the  shipment  was  destined  for,  m 
itself  criminal  But  if  this  was  the  ground  onvliidi 
the  sentence  proceeded,  in  the  first  place,  it  is  do 
ground  for  condemnation  by  the  law  of  nations,  anleM 
there  was  an  intention  to  violate  the  blockade ;  and  ia 
the  next  place,  the  sentence  leaves  untouched  the  qoet* 
tion  of  fact,  whether  the  blockade  was  brdieQ  or 
attempted  to  be  evaded.  If  it  formed  an  ingredient  in 
the  judgment  of  the  Brazilian  court  of  admiralty,  no 
one  can  say  how  mucfi  it  weighed  with  them,  or  that  if 
this  ground  of  condemnation  had  been  out  of  the  cu^ 
the  court  intended  to  rely  on  the  fact  of  the  Uodnde 
broken  as  their  ground  of  adjudication.  Again,  in  tk 
latter  part  of  the  preamble  to  the  sentence^  the  Jodp 
refers  to  a  noncompliance  with  published  instmctiOQ^ 
as  a  charge  against  the  master  of  the  ship.  What  tbcN 
instructions  are  does  not  appear;  whether  some  regu- 
lations ordained  by  their  own  authority  or  not  is  on- 
certain.  But  if  this,  which  is  no  ground  of  oondeamatioii 
by  the  general  law  of  nations  {Mcn/ne  v.  Holier^  EasUr^ 
Q2  G.  3.  2  Park  Ins.  58 1.),  operated  on  the  mind  of  the 
foreign  judge  to  condemn  the  ship  and  cargo^  there  if 
an  end  again  to  the  conclusive  finding  of  the  fact,  tltft 
the  ship  violated  the  blockade  at  Buenos  Ayres. 

Still  further,  the  terms  in  which  the  fact  of  the  viobi 
tion  of  the  blockade  is  adverted  to  in  the  preamble  of 
the  sentence  are  far  from  direct  and  declaratory,  bot 
pdTord,  at  most,  an  inference  that  the  Judge  felt  hioosdf 
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^WTanted  in  drawing  such  a  conclusion  :  <<  She,  for  this 
reason/'  says  the  Judge,  ^^  ought  to  be  considered  as 
TioIatiDg  the  blockade,  and  which  she  would  have 
effected  but  for  the  diligence  of  the  captors/' 

Under  a  sentence,  therefore,  expressed  with  so  much 
doobt  and  ambiguity  as  to  the  real  ground  on  which  it 
procseeded,  we  hold  ourselves  at  liberty  to  determine, 
whetlier,  upon  the  evidence  given  at  the  trial,  such 
TK^ation  of  the  blockade  did  in  fact  take  place  or  not ; 
and  upon  that  question,  we  are  satisfied  on  the  evidence 
that  the  eaptain  did  not  break,  nor  did  he  intend  to 
break,  the  blockade,  but  that  he  honestly  intended  to 
obtain  instructions  from  the  blockading  squadron,  not 
having  been  before  warned  off  by  any  of  the  Brazilian 


The  only  remaining  objection  that  has  been  insisted 
against  the  Plaintiffs'  right  to  recover  is,  that  the 
Toyage  in  question  was  an  illegal  voyage  in  its  com- 
mencement, because  the  ship  was  destined  to  a  port 
which  was  notified  to  be  under  blockade.  But  that 
this  was  not  an  illegal  voyage,  was  determined  by  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench  (a),  upon  a  voyage  described 
in  the  policy  in  the  very  same  terras  as  the  present, 
and  under  circumstances  so  precisely  similar,  that  it  is 
unnecessary  for  us  to  say  more,  than  that  we  entirely 
concar  with  the  judgment  there  given,  founded,  as  it  is, 
upon  the  authority  of  Lord  StcrweWs  judgment  in  the 
case  of  the  Shepherdess,  (b) 

We  therefore  think  the  verdict  should  stand,  and 
that  judgment  should  be  entered  for  the  Plaintiffs. 

Judgment  for  Plaintiffs. 
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Maj  J.  Browne  v.  Carr  and  Others. 

A  surety  for  a  T^Y  order  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  the  following 

banimiptw  case  was  submitted  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court:— 

not  diKharged  ^     ^  '^ 

by  the  ere-  The  Plaintiff  went  under  an  engagement  of  guanoty 

ditor's  signing  q^  suretyship  to  the  Defendants,  who  were  dealers  in 
the  bankrupt's    .,,  ,  •   j         l     •  •  ^         i.«       r 

eeitificate,        ^^'^'  ^"^  carried  on  business  m  copartnership,  for  one 

even  after  no-  James  Thomas  Barber^  their  customer,  and  delivered  to 

tice  from  the    ^^^  a. note  in  writing,  signed  by  himself,  addressed  to 

surety  not  to  %       n 

4o  90.  the  Defendants,  to  the  effect  following :  —  "In  consi^ 

deration  of  your  giving  James  Thomas  Barber  a  current 

credit  for  silk  from  this  date,  I  hereby  undertake^  in 

consideration  of  such,  to  make  good  any  deficiency  or 

loss  you  may  sustain,  not  exceeding  400/." 

The  Defendants  afterwards  supplied  silk  to  the  sud 
J.  T.  Barber^  in  the  way  of  his  trade,  to  the  amount  of 
400/.  and  upwards,  upon  the  credit  of  the  said  guaranty. 
J.  T.  Barber  afterwards  became  insolvent,  and  made 
d^ault  in  his  engagements  to  the  Defendants,  indoding 
the  said  sum  of  400/.  for  silk  si^pplied  upon  the  credit 
of  the  said  guaranty. 

The  Defendants,  in  consequence  of  such  de&ult, 
called  upon  the  Plaintiff  for  payment  of  400/.  under  the 
guaranty.  The  Plaintiff,  in  the  course  of  communi- 
cations with  the  Defendants  in  reference  to  their  demand, 
wrote  and  sent  to  them  (amongst  others)  the  letters 
following;  that  is  to  say,  a  letter  of  the  16th  i^imaiy 
1826,  which  contained  the  following  passages:  —  ^I 
have  just  received  the  enclosed  from  Mr.  Barber^  who 
seems  to  wish  it  to  be  believed  that  he  has  not  one 
penny  left,  or  done  any  thing  fraudulent,  and  that  he 
intends  taking  the  benefit  of  the  insolvent  acL     I  cod^ 

dude 
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dnde  he  is  arrested  at  your  suit;  if  not,  perhaps  you  18SL 
can  tell  me  at  whose  it  is,  as  otherwise  I  suspect  it  is  a 
made  up  arrest  IF  he  is  declared  a  bankrupt,  I  imagine 
he  cannot  take  the  advantage  he  wishes.  Be  pleased  to 
inform  me,  by  return  of  post,  what  is  best  to  be  done. 
I  find  I  cannot  make  him  one  myself,  because  I  have 
not  as  yet  paid  any  of  my  acceptances.  I  hope  that  you, 
gentlemen,  who  understand  these  things,  will  take  the 
business  on  yourselves,  by  which  alone  the  utmost  will 
be  obtained,  as  I  really  do  not  like  my  name  to  couple 
with  such  a  rogue  as  he  is.  I  hope  to  hear  from  you 
ID  reply. — P.  S.  Should  Barber  have  made  any  arrange-i 
ment  to  get  released  through  the  insolvent  act,  pray  put 
a  stop  to  it" 

A  letter  of  the  9th  April  1826  contained  the  follow^ 
log  passage  :-^^^  I  have  a  notice  that  Mr.  Barber  means 
to  take  the  benefit  of  the  insolvent  act  I  conclude  in 
bis  schedule  he  has  named  you  as  a  principal  creditor, 
which  no  doubt  he  has  done;  I  therefore  trust  you  will 
Uike  steps  to  oppose  him  for  the  full  amount  of  400/. 
I  am  his  guarantee  to  you  for;  especially  so  as  you  are 
aware  of  the  disposal  of  his  property  in  the  way  he  did 
to  the  several  houses  you  traced  it  to." 

In  answer  to  which  lost-mentioned  letter  the  Defend- 
ants wrote  a  letter  to  the  Plaintiff,  dated  10th  of  April 
1B26,  to  the  following  efiect :  —  <^  We  have  a  sight  of 
Barber's  schedule.  He  appears  to  have  no  efiects  for 
his  creditors;  and  from  past  experience,  it  is  useless 
apposing  him  in  this  court  We  hope  you  will  take  the 
earliest  opportunity  of  remitting  us  on  account  of  your 
guaranty." 

A  commission  of  bankrupt,  bearing  date  the  18th 
April  1826,  was  issued  against  the  said  J.  T.  Barber^ 
under  which  he  was  found  and  declared  a  bankrupt,  and 
the  usual  proceedings  were  taken^ 

On  the  3d  June  1826  the  Defendants  proved  undet 

the 
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1881;  the  commission  the  sum  of  597/.  9s.  7d.  as  a  debt  doe 
to  them  by  the  said  J.  T.  Barber^  which  comprehended 
the  sum  of  400/.  for  silk  supplied  to  him,  and  ooyend 
by  the  said  guaranty  of  the  Plainti£ 

On  the  3d  June,  the  day  appointed  for  the  bankmpt 
to  pass  his  last  examination  under  the  commisiion,  the 
Defendant  John  Carr  was  present  and  heard  the  exs- 
mination  of  the  said  J.  T.  Barber,  which  then  took 
place ;  when,  by  reason  of  the  unsatisfactory  natan  of 
the  accounts  given  by  him  of  his  estate  and  effects,  the 
examination  was  adjourned  by  the  commissioners  to  the 
20th  of  the  same  month,  of  which  John  Carr  was  well 
aware*     On  that  day  the  bankrupt  attended  the  com- 
missioners for  the  purpose  of  passing  his   last  ex^ 
mination ;  but,  after  his  undergoing  an  examination,  the 
commissioners  again  refused  to  pass  his  last  examin- 
ation,  and  adjourned  the  same  sine  die,  at  the  same  time 
severely  reprimanding  the  bankrupt.     The  bankrupt 
afterwards  procured  another  meeting  of  the  commis- 
sioners to  be  duly  held  on  the  29th  Ji^  following;  on 
which  day  the  commissioners,  after  severely  reprimand- 
ing him  for  the  dishonesty  of  his  conduct,  passed  his 
last  examination. 

On  the  same  day  (29th  Jidy\  and  immediatdy  after 
the  bankrupt  had  so  passed  his  last  examination^  the 
Plaintifi^s  solicitor  went  to  the  counting-house  of  the 
Defendants,  and  then  and  there  told  Robert  Dodjgsm, 
one  of  the  Defendants,  that  if  they  persisted  in  hddbg 
the  Plaintiff  liable  upon  the  before-mentioned  goanm^ 
they  should  not  sign  the  certificate  of  the  said  bankmpt; 
and,  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff,  gave  notice  to  the  and 
Bdbert  Dodgson  not  to  sign  such  certificate ;  when  Sdert 
Dodgson  said  he  did  not  care  for  the  Plaintiff  or  the 
said  solicitor;  and  that  he  should  sign  such  certificate 
notwithstanding  his  notice ;  or  used  words  to  that  eftct 
As  the  solicitor  was  leaving  the  counting-hoase^  the 

bankrupt 


Spankie  Serjt  for  the  Plaintiff.  It  is  an  acknowledged 
principle,  that  whenever  the  creditor  so  conducts  him- 
self towards  his  debtor,  as  to  impair  the  rights  of  the 
surety  against  the  debtor,  the  surety  is  discharged. 
Bees  y.  Berringtouj  cited  in  Ex  parte  Giffbrd  (a\  Mcy^ 
hem  v«  Crickett  {b\  Law  v.  E.  L  Company,  {c)  The 
bankrupt's  certificate  operates  as  a  discharge  of  the 
bankrupt ;  that  certificate  can  only  be  obtained  by  the 
ttgnature  of  the  creditor ;  the  creditor,  therefore^  by 
aigning  it,  relinquishes  an  advantage  against  the  debtor^ 
of  which  the  surety  might  have  availed  himself.  And 
the  signing  the  certificate  is  an  act  which  the  creditor 


« : 


Fes.  jun.  544.  (^)  4  '^t  jun.  8»4< 
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bankrupt  came  in,  at  which  time  the  Defendant  Robert       1881. 
JDodgsoH  signed  the  bankrupt's  certificate  of  conformity; 
and  such  certificate  was  a  few  days  afterwards  signed 
again  by  the  Defendant  William  Bell. 

Besides  the  said  debt  of  the  Defendants  of  597/.  95.  Td.^ 
the  following  were  also  proved  against  the  bankrupt 
under  the  commission,  viz.  ISO/.  ISs.,  4/.  65.  8(2i, 
51/.  Ss. 

All  the  creditors,  with  the  exception  of  the  cre- 
ditor for  the  sum  of  4/.  65.  Set.,  signed  the  bankrupt's 
certificate  of  conformity ;  and  the  same  was  afterwards 
duly  signed  by  the  major  part  of  the  commissioners,  and 
allowed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was, 

Whether  the  Defendants,  having,  under  the  circum- 
stances of  this  case,  signed  the  certificate  of  «7.  T.  Barber^ 
who  had  become  a  bankrupt,  the  Plaintiff*,  the  surety  for 
the  said  «7.  T.  Barber  to  the  Defendants,  became  dis- 
charged thereby  from  the  claims  of  the  Defendants  in 

ipect  of  such  suretyship  ? 


cannot 
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18S1.  cannot  be  compelled  to  perform,  so  that  by  such  act  be 
voluntarily  violates  the  implied  contract  between  himself 
and  the  surety ;  which  contract  iS|  that  the  sure^  shalli 
if  called  on,  pay  the  debt  due  to  the  creditor,  and  that 
the  creditor  shall,  in  return,  impart  to  the  surety  every 
means  which  the  creditor  may  possess  himself  of  en- 
forcing his  demand  against  the  debtor. 

In  BnUeel  v.  Jarrold{a)  and  Langdale  y.  Parry  ifl\ 
the  point  was  discussed,  but  not  decided ;  and  though 
in  the  latter  case  the  Court  said,  ^'  It  would  be  too  mudi 
to  say  that  a  bankrupt,  who  conducts  himself  well,  is  to 
be  deprived  of  all  chance  of  obtaining  his  certificate, 
and  reinstating  himself  in  business  during  so  long  a 
time,  merely  for  the  sake  of  a  man  who  has  beoooie 
his  surety,"  the  determination  of  that  point  was  not  the 
question  in  the  cause. 

The  decision  by  Lord  Eldon  between  these  parties  (c) 
4]oes  not  necessarily  involve  the  present  question ;  and 
whatever  might  have  been  his  Lordship's  opinion  upon 
that  occasion,  he  appears  to  have  taken  a  difierent  view 
of  the  matter  in  Ejp  parte  Taylor  {d\  where  it  was  held, 
that  a  party  who  had  proved  a  debt,  and  afterwards 
assigned  it,  could  not  sign  the  certificate  without  the 
authority  of  the  assignee. 

The  judgment  in  Ex  parte  Herbert  {e\  which  seems 
to  be  adverse  to  the  Plaintiff^  proceeded  on  the  veiy 
special  ground,  that  the  debt  having  been  assigned  sub- 
sequently  to  the  bankruptcy,  the  assignee  was  not  to  be 
considered  in  the  matter  of  the  certificate.  In  Ex  parte 
Smith  {g)  it  was  held  that  where  the  indorser  of  a  bill  of 
^exchange  becomes  bankrupt,  and  the  holder  proves  the 
amount  of  his  bill  under  his  commission,  and  afterwards 
compounds  with,  and  discharges  the  acceptor  without 

(a)  8  Price,  467.  (d)  I  Gljnn  &  J.  399. 

(b)  ^D.lffR.  337.  (e)  2  Glynn  tfJ.66. 
(t)  2  Rtuj.  600.  [g)  3  Br.  C.  C.  I. 

notice 
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notice  ta  the  assignees  of  the  indorser,  he  thereby  also        1831. 
discharges  the  indorser's  estate,  and  the  proof  of  his      _   '  ' 
debt  must  be  expunged. 


Janet  Seijt.  contra.  Where  the  bankrupt  has  con-* 
ducted  himself  properly,  it  is  an  imperative  duty  in  the 
creditor  to  sign  his  certificate ;  and  an  act  done  under  a 
qpedes  of  moral  compulsion  is  plainly  distinguishable 
from  a  purely  voluntary  act,  by  which  the  creditor 
impairs  the  rights  of  the  surety.  If  it  were  established 
that  the  creditor  should  not  sign  where  his  debt  is* 
guaranteed,  a  bankrupt  who  had  a  surety  might  never 
oblftin  his  certificate. 

But  the  signing  the  certificate  is  no  injury  to  the 
surety;  for  the  surety  might  have  paid  the  debt  to 
the  creditor,  and  then  might  have  stood  in  his  place 
at  lo  proof  of  the  debt  against  the  bankrupt.  When^ 
the  drawer  of  a  bill  oH  exchange  is  discharged  by 
time  having  been  given  to  the  acceptor  by  the  holder^. 
the  drawer  loses  the  early  opportunity  of  enforcing  his 
claim  against  the  acceptor ;  but  in  the  present  case  the 
surety  loses  his  claim  against  the  bankrupt  by  his  own 
laches  in  not  paying  the  creditor,  and  then  standing  in 
his  place.  In  2  Russellj  600.  Lord  Eldon  said,  *^  As^ 
lb€  law  now  stood,  the  surety  might  go  in  under  the 
commission  and  prove ;  he  had  dii>tinct  and  independent 
rights  of  his  own ;  and  if  he  did  not  choose  to  take  the 
course  which  would  enable  him  to  assert  those  rights, 
he  could  not  expect  aid  from  a  court  of  equity*'^ 
And  in  Ex  parte  Herbert  the  principle  contended  for 
by  the  plaintiff  was  expressly  overruled.  In  the  case  of 
the  Trent  Navigation  Company  v.  Harley{a)  it  was  held 
that  the  laches  of  obligees  in  a  bond  (conditioned  for 
the  principal  obligor  to  account  for  and  pay  over  from^ 
time  to  time  all  such  tolls  as  he  should  collect  for 

[a)  io£ajtf34* 

the 


Carr* 
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188L        the  obligees )5  in  not  properly  examining  his  accounts  ibr 

«    '  ~       eight  or  nine  years,  and  not  calling  upon  the  principil 

9.  for  payment  so  soon  as  they  might  have  done  for  soms 

Cahr*        in  arrear  and  unaccounted  for,  was  not  an  estoppel  a/ 

law  in  an  action  against  the  sureties.     So  in  Daoq  ? • 

Prmdergrass  (a)  it  was  held  that  it  was  not  any  defbnoe 

at  law  to  an  action  on  a  bond  against  a  suretyi  that  bj 

a  parol  agreement  time  had  been  given  to  the  prindpiL 

If  an  action  had  been  brought  on  this  guaraotjf, 

the  surety  could  have  pleaded  no  reason   for  hod- 

payment 

Spankie.  He  might  have  pleaded  the  &cts  as  they 
have  occurred,  and  that  would  have  raised  the  questkm 
now  in  debate.  The  surety  was  not  bound  to  pay  the 
debt,  but  might  lawfully  wait  to  see  whether  the  bank- 
rupt would  pay  205.  in  the  pound,  or  supersede  his 
commission.  By  the  act  of  the  creditor  in  the  interim, 
the  surety's  claim  against  the  bankrupt  has  been  de^ 
feated.  In  Trent  Navigation  Compafn/  v.  Harleg^  and 
Davey  v.  Prendergrassy  the  decisions  turned  on  the  ground 
that  the  instrument  executed  by  the  surety  being  under 
seal,  a  court  of  law  could  not  discharge  him,  except 
under  an  instrument  of  equal  obligation. 

Cur.  ado*  viJt* 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  Upon  consideration  of  the  qoestioQ 
referred  to  us  by  his  Honor,  the  Master  of  the  Rolls, 
whether  the  signature  of  the  certificate  of  Barber  the 
bankrupt,  by  the  defendants  his  creditors^  operates  in 
law  as  a  discharge  to  the  plaintiff,  who  is  sure^  ior 
Barber's  debt,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  l^al  liabilitf 
of  the  surety  is  not  thereby  discharged. 

The  ground  upon  which  it  has  been  contended  that 

this 
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this  proceeding  amounts  to  a  release,  is  the  general  18SL 
acknowledged  principle,  that  wherever  the  creditor  so 
deals  with  his  debtor  as  to  alter  the  rights  of  the  surety 
against  the  debtor,  the  surety  is  discharged  at  law.  Carr* 
Thus,  if  a  man  is  surety  for  the  payment  of  a  debt 
at  a  particular  day,  and  the  creditor  extends  the  day 
of  payment  without  the  consent  of  the  surety,  his  lia^ 
biliCy  is  destroyed.  And  the  reason  is,  because  the 
ranedy  of  the  surety  against  the  principal  may  become 
SM>re  uncertain  by  postponement ;  because  he  became 
snre^  for  the  performance  of  one  certain  duty,  and  not 
fer  the  other,  which  the  creditor  has  thought  proper  to 
substitute  for  it  of  his  own  authority.  The  instance 
where  the  holder  of  a  bill  gives  time  to  the  acceptor, 
without  the  authority  of  the  drawer,  and  thereby  dis- 
chai^ges  the  drawer,  is  the  most  familiar ;  and  as  the 
consequence  of  signing  the  certificate  of  the  debtor  is  to 
selease  his  person  from  the  arrest  of  the  surety,  and  hi» 
fiitare  efiects  from  execution,  the  damage  done  to  the 
iiurety  by  the  act  of  the  creditor,  that  is,  supposing  the 
debt  to  be  paid,  appears  sufficient  to  give  the  surety  the 
light  to  complain. 

In  those,  and  in  all  similar  cases,  however,  the  act 
done  by  the  creditor  is  his  own  act,  over  which  the 
sprety  has  no  control;  and  the  injury  which  the 
surety  would  receive  is  one  which  he  has  no  mode  of 
preventing.  But  in  the  present  case,  neither  of  those 
drcumstances  occur.  The  legislature  has  provided 
that  the  surety,  if  he  pays  the  debt,  may  stand  in  the 
place  of  the  creditor  where  the  creditor  has  proved,  or 
may  prove  the  debt  himself  where  the  creditor  shall  not 
have  proved  under  the  commission.  It  is  the  duty  of 
the  surety  to  pay  the  debt,  and  if  he  declines  so  doing, 
and  thereby  permits  the  creditor  to  prove,  the  signing 
the  certificate  of  conformity,  which  is  a  power  given  by 
the  statute  to  the  proving  creditor,  cannot  be  considered 
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as  an  act  done  by  the  creditor  which  altered  the  surety's 
right  without  his  control,  and  scarcely,  indeed,  without 
his  consent  It  is  not  an  act  beyond  his  control,  tot 
he  might  have  paid  the  money  in  due  time^  and  pte- 
vented  the  creditor  from  proving ;  and  if  be  voluntariiy 
lies  by,  and  omits  the  only  means  of  preventing  it,  be 
may  not  unreasonably  be  considered  to  have  assented 
to  the  act  Besides,  the  signing  the  certificate,  where 
the  creditor  is  satisfied  that  the  bankrupt  has  oonformed 
to  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  is  a  moral  obligadoa  on 
the  creditor ;  it  is  a  power  vested  in  him  by  the  act, 
which  he  is  morally  bound  to  exercise  where  the  titith 
of  the  case  requires  it  The  exercise  of  such  a  power, 
therefore,  by  the  creditor,  where  he  is  placed  in  the  con* 
dition  to  exercise  it  by  the  laches  of  the  sure^,  caflnat 
be  considered  as  ranging  itself  under  those  volontaiy 
acts  of  the  creditor  which  release  the  surety.  Indeed 
the  situation  of  a  bankrupt,  circumstanced  as  the  pre- 
sent, would  be  very  hard,  if  the  notice  given  by  die 
surety  were  to  deprive  the  creditor  who  has  proved 
of  his  right  to  sign  the  certificate.  For  the  surety  cooU 
not  sign  it  at  the  time  of  the  notice,  and  non  coostit 
that  he  would  ever  be  able,  as  he  may  never  pay  the 
debt;  so  that,  according  to  the  surety's  argument,  the 
certificate  could  never  be  signed  by  the  one  or  the 
other. 

We  shall  cerdfy  our  opinion  to  the  above  efEdCt  to  Us 
Honor. 
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(IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER.) 


Leathly  v.  Hunter.  Afof  ;• 

jISSUMPSIT  on  a  policy  of  insurance  on  goods  Policy  on 
by  the  ship   Albiany   Bolivar,   Jam  Packet,   and  goodM  in  Java 
Blora,  all  or  any,  at  and  from  Sincapore,  Penang,  Ma--  ^^^^  shua- 
lacca,  and  Batavia,  all  or  any,  to  the  ship's  port  or  fortf  Penang, 
ports  of  discharge  in  Great  Britain,  or  to  any  port  or  ^  ^^f*  „ 
ports  in  the  United  Netherlands,  or  to  Altona  or  Ham"  or  any,  to 

burgh^  all  or  any,  with  lea^e  to  touch,  stay,  and  trade  *^*P'*  P*^.  ^ 

It  1     1  T  IT  dischane  m 

at  all  or  any  ports  and  places  whatever  and  wheresoever  Europe,  with 

m  the  East  Indies,  Persia,  or  elsewhere,  as  well  beyond  'cave  to  touch, 
as  at  and  on  this  side  of  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope,  in  *??«*"  ^   * 
port  or  at  sea,  at  all  times  and  in  all  places,  until  safely  ports  and 
arrived  and  landed  at  the  ship's  port  or  place  of  dis-  P^*^**  ^^*^" 
charge ;  beginning  the  adventure  upon  the  said  goods  wheresoever 
firom  the  loading  thereof  aboard  the  ship  as  above;  with  in  the  Eojt 
leave  to  call  at  or  off  any  port  or  place  in  Great  Britain,    *!  "^  ^  .**J 
and  wait  for   orders ;   and  with   liberty  also   in  that  ning  the  ad- 
vqyage  to  proceed  and  sail  to  and  touch  and  stay  at  any  ^^^"'[^}*^" 
^  ports  or  places  whatsoever  and  wheresoever  in  any  direo  from  the  load- 

iian,  and  for  any  purpose  necessary  or  otherwise,  par-'  ing  thereof  on 

board,  as 
sAave,  with  leave  in  that  voyage  to  proceed  and  sail  to  and  touch  and  stay  at  any 
ports  or  places  whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  in  any  directiony  and  for  any  purpose, 
necessary  or  otherwise,  particularly  Sincapore,  Penang,  Malacca^  and  Batavia,  Cape 
of  Good  Hope  amd  St*  Helena,  The  ship  took  goods  on  hovd  zi  Batavia  s  pro« 
ceeded  to  Sourabaja,  which  is  400  miles  to  the  eastward  of  Batavia,  and  directly 
out  of  the  course  from  Batavia^  Sincapore^  Penang,  or  Malacca  to  Europe  i  took 
goods  on  board  at  Sourabaja ;  returned  to  Batavia;  and  thence  proceeded  to 
Europe:  Heki,  that  the  voyage  performed  was  a  voyage  covered  by  the  policy; 
that  the  proceeding  to  Sourabaja  was  no  deviation ;  and  that  the  goods  put  on  board 
at  Sourabaja  were  covered  by  the  policy  as  well  as  those  put  on  board  at  Batavia. 

Vol.  VII.  M  m  tiadarly 
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ticidarly  Sincapore^  Petiangf  Malacca^  and  Batam, 
Cape  of  Good  Hope,  and  Si.  Helena,  with  leave  to  take 
on  board,  discharge,  reload,  or  exchange  goods  or  pas- 
sengers, without  being  deemed  any  deviation. 

At  the  foot  of  the  policy  the  insurance  was  dedared 
to  be  all  in  the  Java  Packet  on  cofiee.  The  premium 
was  6/.  6s.  per  cent.  The  Plaintiff  below  claimed  as  fix 
a  total  loss. 

.  The  cause  was  tried  before  Lord  Tenterden  C  J.,  at 
the  London  sittings  after  Hilary  term  1829,  and  it  was 
agreed  that  the  facts  should  be  turned  into  a  special 
verdict,  the  material  parts  of  which  are  as  follows:  — 

The  policy  of  insurance  mentioned  in  the  dedaratioD 
was  effected  by  John  M^AUum,  as  agent  to  Hunter  the 
iPIaintiff  below,  and  was  subscribed  by  the  Defendant 
below  for  300/. ;  the  whole  amount  insured  being  7500L 
The  interest  was  duly  declared  to  the  Defendant  beknr 
to  be  all  in  the  Java  Packet^  on  coffee.  The  ship  bong 
at  Batavia^  coffee  of  the  value  of  9232.  8^.  6d.  was  there 
loaded  on  board  her  by  the  Plaintiff  below,  to  be  car- 
ried to  Antwerp.  From  thence  she  proceeded,  in  pro- 
secution of  the  adventure,  to  Sourabaya,  another  port  b 
the  island  of  Java^  where  the  Plaintiff  below  loaded 
other  coffee  of  the  value  of  5368/.  165. 6d.  to  be  also  ca^ 
ried  to  Antwerp,  making  the  whole  value  of  the  coflee 
loaded  by  the  Plaintiff  below  6292/.  5$.  No  other 
goods  were  shipped  by  the  Plaintiff  below  in  respect  of 
the  insurance  effected  by  the  said  policy.  The  ship 
returned  from  Sourabaya  to  Batavia,  with  the  coflRse 
shipped  at  botli  those  places,  and  afterwards  sailed 
therewith  from  Batavia  for  Antwerp.  Sourabaya  is  not 
in  the  direct  course  from  Batavia,  Sincapore,  Penaufy 
or  Malacca,  to  Europe,  nor  in  the  direct  course 'fiwD 
any  one  to  any  other  of  those  four  places;  but  is  directly 
out  of  the  course  from  each  of  them  to  any  other  of 

them, 
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theniy  and  is  distant  from  Batavia  4Q0  miles  eastward. 
Smcapori^  Penangy  Malacca,  and  Batavia  are  not,  ao 
cM^ng  to  the  otder  in  which  they  are  mentioned  in  the 
poiiejr^  in  the  direct  Course  of  a  voyage  therefrom  to 
Surapei  but  the  direct  course  of  a  voyage  from  these 
toQT  places  to  Europe  is  according  to  the  following 
order:  Penang,  Malacca^  Sincapare,  Batavia.  Any 
port  or  place  in  Persia  is  more  than  1000  miles  out  of 
the  coarse  from  any  of  the  said  four  places  to  Europe. 
The  ship^  before  her  arrival  at  Antwerp,  was  totally  lost, 
Irith  goods,  by  perils  of  the  seas. 

Tlie  questions  were.  Whether  the  voyage  performed 
ynM  a  voyage  covered  by  the  policy,  or  the  passage  to 
SoiWahmfli  was  to  be  deemed  a  deviation  ?  and,  Whether 
^  oofifee  shipped  at  Batavia  and  Sowabaya,  or  at  the 
Jailer  phwe  alone,  was  covered  by  the  policy?  The 
CSoart  of  King's  Bench  having  decided  in  favour  of  the 
Flailitiff  below,  the  cause  was  removed  by  error  into  the 
Cdmt  of  Exchequer  Chamber. 


1851. 


Mmde  for  the  Defendant  below,  argued,  that  the 
to  Sourabaya  was  a  deviation ;  that  Sourabaya  was 
a  loading  place  within  the  terms  of  the  policy ;  and 
tlMt^  consequently,  the  coffee  put  on  board  there  was 
covered  by  the  terms  of  the  policy.  With  respect 
Ae  deviation,  extensive  as  the  terms  of  this  policy 
and  unconfined  as  the  ship  is  as  to  touching  at 
iniri«Nis  ports  and  places,  her  course  is  still  restricted  by 
llioqttaUfiGation  in  the  policy,  that  they  must  be  the  ports 
dr  places  specified,  or  ports  and  places  in  thai  voyage. 
7[TM  voyage  was  the  voyage  from  the  first  place  of 
iiiadiiig^  Batata,  to  Europe.  Persia  is  specifically  men- 
ttoied,  aod  therefore  an  allowable  place  for  the  ship  to 
tDOch  at^  even  though  not  in  the  direct  course  from 
Batavia  to  Europe ;  but  "  any  ports  or  places  in  the 
JEast  Indies**  means,  any  ports  in  the  East  Indies  in  the 
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voyage  from  Batavia    to  Europe:   and  Sourabaya  if 

clearly   out  of  the  voyage  from  Batavioj   Sincaport^ 

Penangi  or  Malacca  to  Europe.     If  the  permission  to 

sail  to  and  touch  at  various  places  in   any  direcdoa 

be  not  so  qualified,  the  captain,   under  pretence  of 

touching,  might  have  sailed  to  Van  Dienuafs  Ltmi  or 

Kamptschatka  in  his  alleged  voyage  from  Bataoia  to 

Europe,  and  have  held  the  insurers  under  liability  fixr 

several  years.     That  could  not  have  been  the  intentkn 

of  the  parties ;  and  the  restriction  to  touching  at  porti 

in  the  particular  vqt/age  distinguishes  this  case  from  all 

those  in  which  the  liberty  to  touch,  not  having  been  so 

qualified,  has  received  a  more  extended  constmdion: 

as  Metcalfe  v.  Parry  (a),  and  MeUish  v.  Andreas,  (i)   In 

Bottomley  v.  Baoill  (c),   where  a  policy   of  insarttice 

was  effected  upon  ships  at  and  from  Ijondon  to  Hem 

South  fValeSf  and  at  and  from  thence  to  all  parts  and 

places  in  the  East  Indies  or  South  America^  with  liber^ 

for  the  said  ship  in  that  voyage  to  proceed  and  sail  to 

and  touch  and  stay  at  any  ports  or  places  whatsoefer, 

with  leave  to  take  in  and  discharge  goods  and  passengeis 

at  all  ports  and  places  in  the  Channel,  Cart  in  Irdanif 

Madeira,  Cape  of  Good  Hope,  St.  Helena,  and  wbeie- 

soever  the  ship  might  proceed  to,  as  well  on  this  as  on 

the  other  sides  of  the  Capes  of  Good  Hope  and  Honi 

and  for  all  purposes  whatsoever;  particularly  to  tade 

and  sail  backwards  and  forwards,  and  forwards  and 

backwards ;  it  was  held,  that  after  the  arrival  of  the  shi^ 

at  Nem  South  Wales,  she  was  protected  by  the  policy  to 

long  only  as  she  was  sailing  on  a  voyage  either  to  SoA 

America,  or  to  the  East  Indies,  or  on  some  intermediate 

voyage,  having  for  its  ultimate  object  the  accomplidk- 

ment  of  a  voyage  either  to  South  America  or  to  the&i^ 

Indies.    And  in  Hogg  v.  Homer  {d),  where  a  ship  was 

{a)  4  Campb.  123  (e)  sB.tffC  iio. 

(^)  %M.f^S.  %7.  (d)  Part  on  Imt.n^s. 
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insured  <<  at  and  from  Lisbon  to  a  port  in  England^ 
with  liberty  to  call  at  any  one  port  in  Portugal  for  any 
purpose  whatever/'  and  the  ship  sailed  from  Lisbon  to 
Faro  to  complete  the  loading ;  Faro  being  a  port  to  the 
southward  of  Lisbon^  and  consequently  lying  directly  out 
of  the  course  of  the  voyage  to  England,  Lord  Kenyon  was 
of  opinion,  that  the  liberty  given  by  this  policy  must  be 
restrained  to  a  permission  to  call  at  some  port  to  the 
northward  of  Lisbon  in  the  course  of  the  voyage  to  Eng" 
landj  and  that  by  going  to  the  southward  the  assured 
had  been  guilty  of  a  deviation. 

But,  secondly,  Sourabaya  was  not  a  loading-place 
within  this  policy.  Loading,  as  above,  can  only  mean  a 
loading  at  one  of  the  four  places  specified  as  termini  d 
qtto.  In  Violett  v.  AlniUt  (a),  indeed,  on  a  policy  on 
goods  at  and  from  Plymouth  to  Malta,  with  liberty  to 
touch  at  Penzance  or  any  other  port  in  the  Channel 
to  the  westward,  for  any  purpose  whatever,  beginning 
the  adventure  from  the  loading  the  goods  on  board 
the  ship  as  above,  it  was  held,  that  goods  loaded  at 
Penzance  were  protected  by  the  policy;  but  that  was 
decided  on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  the  most  imperfect 
mode  of  making  a  Court  acquainted  with  the  facts  of  a 
case,  and  it  was  a  departure  from  the  law  as  it  stood 
before.  In  Barclay  v.  Stirling  {b)  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench  decided  in  favour  of  the  assured  upon  a  similar 
policy ;  but  in  that  case  freight,  and  not  goods,  was  the 
subject  of  insurance ;  and  the  chief  object  of  the  action 
was  to  obtain  for  the  underwriter  freight  earned  by  the 
ship,  after  an  abandonment  on  a  supposed  total  loss. 

In  Grant  v.  Paxton  {c\  and  Grant  v.  Delacour  {d)  the 
policies  were  on  voyages  out  and  home,  which  necessa- 
rily require  a  greater  latitude  for  the  loading  ports  than 
a  single  voyage  from  a  foreign  port  home. 
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(b)  sM.lfS.6. 
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J.  Evans  for  the  Plaintiff  below,  was  desired  by  the 
Court  to  confine  himself  to  the  last  point;  ai  |o 
which  he  relied  on  FioUti  v.  AUnuU^  confirmed  bj 
Barclay  v.  Stirling^  contending  that  it  was  immaterisl 
whether  the  policy  were  on  freight  or  on  goodsi  as 
policies  of  insurance  are  subject  to  the  same  miss  of 
construction  as  all  other  instruments:  Robert$m  ?• 
I^eneh{a):  where  Lord  Ellenborough  says(i)|— ^  Far 
instance,  where  the  word  ship  is  written  in  the  maigia  of 
the  policy,  or  freighiy  or  goods^  in  such  case  the  geoenl 
terms  of  the  policy,  applicable  to  other  subjects  besidci 
the  particular  one  n^entioned  in  the  roargioy  are  thereby 
considered  as  narrowed  in  point  of  construction  la  thai 
one.  And  this  is  done  in  cases  where  the  aubject  amat 
to  be  insured  is  still  more  remote  from  ships  and 
goods,  the  only  subjects  of  insurance  in  the  printed 
policy;  viz.  where  the  object  of  the  iasurana^  ai 
declared  by  the  marginal  memorandum,  is  money  kitt 
on  bottomry  or  respondentia^  or  the  like ;  the  meaning 
of  which  marginal  memorandum  may  be  transhted 
thus :  -—  ^  We  mean  to  insure  the  subject  so  naassd^ 
freight  for  instance,  arising  and  accruing  during  the 
limits  of  the  voyage  within  described,  from  the  carrii^ 
on  goods  on  board  the  ship  within  menticmed,  agvael 
the  perils  within  enumerated,  and  upon  the  preBiiam 
herein  specified :  in  other  words,  we  adopt  the  gensial 
language  of  the  policy  as  Cir  as  it  may  serve  to  eflectnate 
this  object,  and  no  further." 


Mavle  was  heard  in  reply,  when  the  Court  said  thqr 
had  no  doubt  as  to  the  judgment  they  should  give,  bat 
would  take  time  to  look  into  the  cases« 

Ctar.  aio*  miU 
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TiNDAL  C.  J.  In  this  case,  in  which  judgment  ha& 
been  given  for  the  Plaintiff  in  the  original  action^  it 
a|^)ears  to  be  unnecessary  to  recapitulate  the  declara- 
tioD|  or  the  facts  found  by  the  special  verdict :  it  will  be 
sfifficient  to  make  such  reference  to  them  as  will  be 
Deccssary  to  explain  the  grounds  of  the  judgment  now 
giveo  I^y  the  Court. 

The  writ  of  error  was  brought  by  the  Defendant 
below,  and  the  objections  which  have  been  taken  to  the 
jmlgment  of  the  Court  of  K.  B.,  and  which  are  relied 
i|pon  in  argument  by  the  counsel  for  the  Plaintiff  in 
CfTOFs  were  in  substance  these  three ;  viz.  first,  that  the 
ship  never  sailed  on  the  voyage  described  in  the  declar* 
9tioPf  or,  in  other  words,  there  was  a  misdescription  of 
the  Toyage;  secondly,  that  upon  the  facts  stated  in  the 
special  verdict,  the  sailing  from  Balavia  to  Sourabaya 
and  back,  was  a  deviation;  and,  thirdly,  that  at  all 
^reolB  the  goods  shipped  at  Sourabat/a  are  not  covered 
by  the  policy. 

The  first  objection  urged  is,  that  the  voyage  fi>r  which 
the  diip  was  insured  was  a  voyage  from  SincaporCr 
Peaang^  Malacca^  and  Batavia^  all  or  any,  to  the  ship's 
port  of  discharge  in  Great  Britain^  or  any  port  in  the 
JjfetherlandSi  or  to  Altona  or  Hamburgh ;  that  the  ship 
jailed  with  part  of  her  cargo  on  board  from  Batavia  to 
Saurabayaf  a  port  400  miles  to  the  eastward,  where  she 
loaded  other  part  of  her  cargo,  returned  to  Batavia^  and 
thence  set  sail  to  Antwerp;  that  this  was  not  the  voyagei 
insured;  and  that  the  ship  sailing  on  a  different  voyage 
firom  that  described  in  the  policy,  the  underwriters  are 
altogether  discharged. 

In  order  to  ascertain  the  validity  of  this  objection, 
it;  will  be  necessary  to  advert  to  the  terms  in  which  the 
Toyage  itself  is  described  in  the  policy,  and  the  leaves  or 
licenses  for  which  the  assured  has  stipulated ;  and  also. 
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to  advert  to  those  facts  stated  in  the  special  verdidi 
which  bear  upon  this  part  of  the  question* 

Now  the  voyage  is  described  in  the  poli^  **  at  and 
from  Sincapm^ej  Penangf  Malacca^  and  Bataoia^  all  or 
ally,  to  the  ship's  port  or  ports  of  discharge  in  Great 
Brittntt^  or  to  any  port  or  ports  in  the  united  Neiker- 
landsj  or  to  AUona  or  Hamburgh^  all  or  any,  with  Iea?e 
to  touch,  stay,  and  trade  at  all  or  any  ports  or  places 
whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  in  the  East  Indies^  Penia^ 
or  elsewhere,  as  well  beyond  as  at  and  on  this  side  of 
the  Cape  of  Good  Hope^  in  port  or  at  sea,  at  all  tines 
and  in  all  places,  and  until  safely  arrived  and  landed  at 
the  ship's  final  port  or  place  of  discharge.'' 

The  adventure  is  then  declared  by  the  poli^  to  be 
on  goods  **  in  the  good  ship  or  vessel  called  the  Albimf 
Bolivar^  Java  Packet^  and  Blora,  all  or  any ;  **  and  tke 
commencement  of  the  adventure  is  then  stated  to  be 
'*  upon  the  said  goods  and  merchandises  from  the  load- 
ing thereof  on  board  the  said  ships  as  above." 

After  this  is  inserted,  a  second  or  further  danse  of 
leave  or  license,  in  these  terms :  —  **  And  it  should  be 
lawful  for  the  said  ship,  &c.  in  that  voyage,  to  proceed 
and  sail  tO|  and  touch  and  stay  at,  any  ports  or  places 
whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  in  any  direction,  and  far 
any  purpose,  necessary  or  otherwise,  particularly  ShuM* 
pore,  Penangf  Malacca^  Batavia,  the  Gtpe  of  Good 
Hcpe,  and  St.  Helena^  with  leave  to  take  on  board,  db- 
charge,  reload,  or  exchange  goods  or  passengers,  with- 
out being  deemed  any  deviation  from,  and  withoot 
prejudice  to,  the  assurance." 

This  policy  was  afterwards  declared  to  be  '^  all  in  the 
Java  Packet  on  cofiee." 

Now,  looking  at  the  terms  in  which  the  pcikj  ii 
effected,  and  construing  it  in  the  plain,  ordinary,  aod 
popular  sense  in  which  these  terms  are  to  be  under* 
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ttoodf  there  being  no  peculiar  sense^  so  far  as  we  are 
iware^  which  the  words  have  acquired  distinct  from  their 
x>pular  sense,  we  think  the  voyage  in  question  is  a 
royage  intended  by  the  parties  to  be,  and  is  in  fact 
xyvered  by,  the  description  of  the  voyage  contained  in 
the  policy. 

The  voyage  performed  by  the  ship  is  described  in  the 
^wctal  verdict  thus :  —  <^  That  the  ship  being  at  Bata^ 
DMr,  a  certain  quantity  of  coffee,  of  the  value,  &c.,  was 
there  loaded  in  and  on  board  the  said  ship  or  vessel  by 
\he  assured,  with  the  intention  that  the  said  coffee  should 
be  carried  in  the  said  ship  to  Antwerp  ;  that  Batavia  is 
H  port  in  the  island  of  Java^  one  of  the  islands  in  the 
EaU  Indies;  and  that  the  said  ship  having  taken  in  the 
nid  coffee  at  Batavia^  in  the  prosecution  of  the  adven- 
ture, proceeded  from  thence,  with  the  same  coffee  on 
board  her,  to  Sourabaya^  which  is  another  port  in  the 
Uand  of  Jctoa ;  that  the  assured  there  loaded  a  certain 
other  quantity  of  coffee,  of  the  value,  &c.  on  board  the 
laid  ship,  with  the  intention  that  the  same  should  be 
carried  in  the  said  ship  to  Antwerp  aforesaid." 

The  special  verdict  afterwards  states,  —  **  That  the 
said  ship,  in  the  course  of  the  adventure,  returned  from 
die  said  port  of  Sourabaya  to  the  said  port  of  Batavia^ 
with  the  said  coffee  so  shipped  on  board  her  at  Bataxda 
and  at  Sourabaya  aforesaid;  that  the  said  ship  after<^ 
wards  sailed  therewith  from  the  port  of  Batavia  for 
jhrtwerp  aforesaid  ;  and  that  Sourabaya^  to  which  place 
the  said  ship  proceeded  from  Batavia^  and  where  she 
took  in  coffee  as  aforesaid,  is  not  in  the  direct  course 
ttom  Bataviay  Sincapore^  Penang^  or  Malacca  to  Europe^ 
nor  in  the  direct  course  from  any  one  of  those  four  places 
^^SSncaporCj  Penangf  Malacca^  or  Batavia^ — to  any 
other  of  those  four  places ;  but  the  said  port  of  Sourabaya 
is  directly  out  of  the  course  from  each  of  the  said  fdur 
places  to  Europe^  and  from  each  of  the  said  four  places 
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to  any  other  of  tbem^  and  is  distant  from  Batama  four 
hundred  miles  eastward;  that  Sincapore^  Penang^  Mar 
lacca^  and  Batavia  are  not,  according  to  the  order  ia 
which  the  said  four  places  are  mentioned  in  the  policjt 
in  the  said  course  of  a  voyage  therefrom  to  Europe:  bnt 
that  the  direct  course  of  a  voyage  from  the  said  font 
places  to  Europe  is  according  to  the  following  order, 
VIZ.  Penar^^  Malacca^  Sincaporej  Batavioj  and  that  any 
port  or  place  in  Persia  is  more  than  1000  miles  out  of 
the  course  from  any  of  the  said  four  places  to  Europe!* 

The  underwriter  contends  that  when  the  ship  sailed 
bom  Baiavia^  after  the  risk  had  commenced,  to  Sounh 
ie^Of  to  take  in  a  further  cargo,  and  then  sailed  back  to 
Batavia^  she  sailed  on  a  voyage  not  within  the  policy,  or 
within  either  of  the  leaves  or  licenses  contained  therein. 

But,,  independent  of  the  large  and  general  wonls 
used  in  the  description  of  the  voyage,^  and  the  veiy 
extepded  powers  given  by  the  policy,  the  sitoatioo 
of  the  assured,  and  the  circumstances  under  which  it 
was  effected,  as  they  must  be  inferred  from  the  poUqr 
itself,  make  it  probable  that  a  contract  of  the  most  opca 
and  comprehensive  kind  was  intended  to  be  eflbcted. 
This  was  an  insurance  on  goods,  not  on  ships :  al»  the 
time  the  policy  was  effected  the  assured  was  uncertaia 
from  what  port  or  ports  of  the  Easi  Indies  or  Persia  bis 
cargo  would  be  shipped  by  his  agents ;  whether  all  at 
one  place,  or  part  at  one  and  part  at  another.  He  was 
further  uncertain  by  what  ship  or  ships,  out  of  fiiur 
which  are  named  in  the  policy,  his  cargo  would  be 
carried ;  from  what  port  or  ports,  out  of  four  that  are 
enumerated,  such  ship  or  ships  would  sail.  He  could 
neither  foresee  into  what  ports  or  places,  nor  for  what 
purposes,  the  owners  of  the  ships  might  send  them;  nor 
could  he  control  such  directions;  and  therefore  be 
frames  a  description  of  the  voyage  in  such  compre- 
liensive  terms  as  may  comprise  a  loading  of  the  cargo 
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either  at  one  port  or  at  varioug  ports  and  places  in  the 
Easi  Indies  i  and  powers  and  licenses  are  also  inserted 
in  the  pdicy  so  as  to  meet  almost  every  possible  contin- 
gency of  the  destination  or  employment  of  the  ship, 
without  endangering  his  right  to  recover  for  a  loss  upon 
the  goods,  either  on  the  ground  of  misdescription  of  the 
▼oyage>  or  of  any  deviation.  And,  looking  at  the  policy 
with  tills  view,  we  think  the  words  of  the  policy  are 
large  enough  to  carry  such  intention  into  effect,  and 
that  the  sailing  from  Batavia  with  part  of  the  cargo  to 
SaurabatfOy  and  taking  in  other  part  of  the  cargo  there, 
aod  then  returning  from  Sourabayoy  by  the  way  of 
Batavia^  to  Europe^  was  a  voyage  within  the  cou- 
templation  of,  and  protected  by,  the  policy. 

It  b  argued  on  the  part  of  the  underwriter,  that  if  the 
daiise  first  inserted  is  taken  alone,  the  meanuig  of  the 
words  "  touch,  stay,  and  trade  at  all  or  any  ports  what« 
soever  in  the  East  Indies^^  can  only  mean  such  porta 
and  places  as  the  ship  may  touch  at  in  the  usual  course 
of  m  vc^age  from  one  or  other  of  the  four  enumerated 
places  to  Europe;  that  the  leave  to  stay  and  trade 
implies  that  the  ship  is  lawfully  at  the  place  where  such 
trading  and  staying  is  to  take  place ;  that  is,  some  port 
or  place  in  the  course  of  the  voyage. 

But  that  this  cannot  be  the  meaning  of  the  present 
policy  appears  clear  from  the  remainder  of  the  clause^ 
viz.  *^  Any  ports  or  places  whatsoever  in  the  East  Indies^ 
Persia^  or  elsewhere."  Now  as  the  special  verdict  has 
fMind  expressly  that  any  port  or  place  in  Persia  is  more 
than  1000  miles  out  of  the  course  from  any  of  tlie  said 
places  to  Europe^  it  follows  that  the  trading  cannot  be 
intended  to  be  confined  to  such  ports  or  places  only  as 
the  ship  touches  at  in  the  course  of  such  a  voyage*  In 
the  same  manner  as  in  the  case  of  Metcalfe  v.  Parry^ 
where  the  clause  was,  ^'  with  liberty  to  call  at  all  or  any 
«f  the  West  India  islands,  Jamaica  included,''  it  was  lidd 
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that  the  insertion  of  Jamaica^  which  was  500  miles  out 
of  the  usual  course,  shewed  the  intention  to  be  that  the 
ship  might  stop  at  any  of  the  islands,  though  out  of  the 
course  of  the  usual  voyage. 

Again,  taking  up  the  question  on  the  second  dause 
of  license,  the  words  used  are,  taken  altogether,  of  t 
meaning  equally  general  with  those  in  the  first,  viz.  ^  it 
should  be  lawful  for  the  said  ship  in  that  voyage  to  pith 
ceed  and  sail  to,  and  touch  and  stay  at,  any  ports  or 
places  whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  in  any  direction^  v 
for  any  purpose  *^  It  is  contended  that  the  generality  of 
this  license  is  restrained  by  the  words  "  in  that  voyage;^ 
but,  upon  that  construction,  what  sense  can  be  given  Id 
the  words,  "  in  any  direction  ^"  words  that  are  irrecon- 
cilable with  touching  for  the  purpose  of  trade  intbe 
onward  course  of  the  voyage  only.  And  the  insertioD 
of  those  words  in  the  policy  distinguish  the  case  fiftxn 
that  of  Hogg  V.  Horner^  which  was  cited  on  the  psit  of 
the  Plaintiff  in  error. 

Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  we  think  the  sbipiHDg 
part  of  the  cargo  at  Batavioj  and  thence  proceedk^  to 
Sourabayaj  and  shipping  other  part  of  the  cargo  there, 
and  thence  sailing  back  to  Batavia^  and  thence  with  the 
cargo  to  Antwerp^  was  a  trading  voyage  from  Baiaukt 
to  Antwerp  by  the  way  ofSourabaya,  within  the  intention 
of  the  parties  as  expressed  in  the  policy,  and  the  two 
several  clauses  of  license  contained  therein. 

Having,  therefore,  fully  considered  this  the  first  ob- 
jection, it  becomes  scarcely  necessary  to  do  more  than 
to  advert  to  the  two  which  remain.  For  if  the  sailing 
from  Batavia  to  Sourabaya^  and  back  to  Batavia^  and 
thence  to  Europe^  is  a  voyage  described  in  the  policy,  it 
follows  immediately  that  it  cannot  be  treated  as  a  deW- 
ation.  Indeed,  as  one  of  the  places  to  which  the  ship 
might  go  upon  the  voyage  is  a  port  in  Persia^  and  as  the 
special  verdict  does  not  find  that  Sourabaya  is  out  of 
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the  course  to  Persia,  we  should  be  justified,  upon  this 
more  restrained  ground,  in  not  considering  this  as  a 
deviation  from  the  voyage  insured. 

As  to  the  third  point,  that  the  goods  loaded  at 
Sowrabaya  are  not  covered  by  the  policy,  the  question  is, 
whether  Sowrabaya  is  a  loading  port  within  the  meaning 
of  the  policy?  Besides  referring  to  the  opinion  we 
have  already  expressed  on  the  first  objection  which  also 
involves  this  question,  we  think  the  two  cases  of  Violett 
▼•  AUmdt  and  Barclay  v.  Stirling  go  the  full  length  of 
establishing  that,  under  the  usual  clause  in  a  policy, 
'*  with  liberty  to  touch  at  a  port  for  any  purpose  what- 
ever," is  included  a  liberty  to  touch  for  the  purpose  of 
taking  on  board  part  of  the  cargo  covered  by  the  policy, 
after  the  policy  had  attached  on  part  taken  in  at  the 
loading  port ;  and  in  this  case  the  leave  is  not  confined 
to  touching  and  staying,  but  extends  expressly  to 
taking  on  board,  discharging,  reloading,  and  exchang- 
ing goods. 

Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  we  think  the  Plaintiff 
below  entitled  to  recover  the  loss  upon  the  whole  of  the 
cargo,  both  that  loaded  at  Batavia,  and  that  loaded  at 
Sowrabaya  ;  and,  therefore,  that  the  judgment  given  by 
the  Court  of  B.  II.  should  be  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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(IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER.) 

May  7*       SoLARTE  and  Others  v.  Palmea  atid  Aoothef. 


Where  the  ^^HE  Plaintiff,  as  assignees  of  J.  R.  Alzedo^  a  bnt 
^^ti'  ^"P^  declared  on  a  bill  of  exchange  dtaM  bf 

change  seeks  Joseph  Keats  the  25th  of  jlpfH  1825^  Upon  mA  ao- 
to  recover  oepted  by  Jones  and  Co^  for  the  sum  of  eSS/^  P^lH^ 
doreer  on  de-*  ^  WiUiamSy  Burgess^  and  Co/s,  eight  months  after  dali; 
fault  of  the  by  Keats  indorsed  to  the  Defendants,  and  by  the  De- 
acceptor,  the  fgn j^^g  ^  Alssedo.  Averment  of  the  accepftor^i  refiml 
notice  given  ^ 

to  the  indorser  to  pay,  and  of  notioe  thereof  to  the  Defendaota* 
should  state,         pj^  ^^  general  issue. 

by  ne^mry  ^^  the  trial  before  Lord  Tenterden  C  J^  the  dmrib^ 
implication,  acceptance,  and  indorsement  of  the  bill,  the  bankmplGy 
£^'b!^^dL  of^fatfrfo,  and  appointment  of  the  Plaintiflfe  aa  hb  a9* 
honoured:  signees  being  admitted,  the  Plainiifis  proved  that  tfae 
It  IS  not  i^m  ^^g  ^yly  presented  for  payment  on  the  15th  ff 
say  that  the  December  1825,  the  day  on  which  it  became  ^ptywUA; 
holder  looks  that  payment  was  refused,  and  that  the  bill  was  retnmd 
fornavment      ^  ^^^  Plaintiffs  for  nonpayment  on  the  16th;  that  the 

Plaintiffs,  on  the  17th  caused  to  be  written  by  Messn. 
jr.  and  5.  Pearce^  the  attorneys  at  law  for  and  on  behalf 
of  the  Plaintiffs,  the  following  letter  to  the  Defendants: 
—  «  17th  Dec.  1825.  Gendemen,  —  A  bill  for  688t, 
drawn  by  Mr.  Joseph  Keats  upon  Messrs.  Daniel  Janes 
and  Co.,  and  bearing  your  indorsement,  has  been  put 
into  our  hands  by  the  assignees  of  Mr.  Jl  JZ.  Akedo^ 
with  directions  to  take  legal  measures  for  the  recoveiy 
thereof,  unless  immediately  paid  to,  Gentlemen,  yoan^ 
&c.  jr.  and  S.  Pearce^  Addressed,  <^  Messrs.  Palmer 
and  Bouch ; "  which  letter  was  on  the  said  17th  of  De- 
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cembeTf  by  the  directions  and  on  the  behalf  of  the  Plain- 
ttfiSj  sent  to  and  received  by  the  Defendants.  **  And 
the  said  Chief  Justice  did  then  and  there  declare  and 
deliver  his  opinion  to  the  jury,  that  the  letter  was  not 
a  sufficient  notice  of  the  dishonour  Und  nonpayment  of 
the  said  bill  of  exchange  to  entitle  the  said  Plaintiffs  to 
maintain  and  support  the  said  action  against  the  De- 
fendants ;  and  that  upon  the  evidence  the  jury  ought 
to  find  a  verdict  for  the  Defendants ;  and  with  that 
direction  left  the  same  to  the  jury.  Whereupon  the 
counsel  for  the  Plaintiffs  did  then  and  there  except  to  the 
aforesaid  opinion  of  the  Chief  Justice,  and  insisted  that 
die  Plaintiffs  were  then  and  there  entitled  to  the  verdict 
of  the  jury  in  favour  of  them  the  Plaintiffs  as  to  the 
counts  upon  the  said  bill  of  exchange;  and  that  the 
Chief  Justice  ought  then  and  there  to  have  declared  the 
came  to  the  jury ;  and  the  counsel  did  then  and  there 
accept  to  the  want  of  such  declaration  and  direction, 
bat  the  jury,  acting  upon  the  opinion  of  the  Chief 
Justice,  then  and  there  gave  their  verdict  for  the  De- 
fendants. And  inasmuch  as  the  several  matters  so 
proved  and  given  in  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  Plain- 
tifls,  and  the  opinion  of  the  Chief  Justice  so  as  aforesaid 
declared  and  delivered  to  the  said  jury,  do  not  appear 
by  the  record  of  the  verdict,  the  said  counsel  for  the 
Plaintiffs  did  then  and  there  propose  the  aforesaid  ex- 
ertion to  the  opinion  of  the  Chief  Justice,  and  request 
the  said  Chief  Justice  to  put  his  seal  to  that  bill  of 
exceptions,  containing  the  several  matters  so  proved  and 
given  in  evidence,  and  the  said  opinion  so  by  the  Chief 
Justice  declared  and  delivered  as  aforesaid,  according 
to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  pro- 
vided/' &c. 

Judgment  having  been  given  for  the  Plaintiff  in  the 
court  below,  the  cause  was  now  heard  on  error. 
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R.  V.  Ruhards  for  the  Plaintiffi.  The  notice  was 
sufficient  to  apprise  the  Defendants  that  they  were  looked 
to  for  payment,  and  that  is  all  that  can  be  lequiied. 
It  would  be  attended  with  the  worst  conseqoaioes  to 
hold  that  a  notice  should  be  couched  in  the  precise 
and  formal  language  of  a  declaration,  and  some  inooii- 
venience  has  arisen  from  the  doctrine  of  AskhurU  J^  tfait 
^^  notice  means  something  more  than  knowledge.**  Zfif- 
dal  V.  Br(ywn.  (a)  But  in  the  same  case  BuUer  i.  wpt 
*^  Though  there  is  no  prescribed  form  of  this  kind  of 
notice,  yet  it  must  import  that  the  holder  considers  the 
indorser  as  liable,  and  expects  payment  from  him,  that 
he  may  have  his  remedy  over  by  an  early  applicatioo. 
Then  it  becomes  his  business  to  take  up  the  note." 

No  one  can  doubt  that  upon  this  notice  the  hoUer 
has  sufficiently  shewn  he  considers  the  indorser  liable 
and  expects  payment  from  him.  BuUer  J.  indeed,  8ajf% 
<^  A  case  might  easily  be  put,  where  the  indorser  m^ 
have  notice  from  the  holder,  and  yet  would  not  be  IkUe; 
as  if  in  the  present  case  the  holder  had  written  a  letter 
to  the  indorser,  containing  the  circumstances  whidi  bmie 
been  given  in  evidence,  the  indorser  would  have  been 
discharged,  because  it  would  have  amounted  only  to  this 
—  ^  The  note  made  by  Donaldson^  and  indorsed  by  yoo, 
is  not  paid,  and  I  have  given  credit  to  DonaUson  till 
to-morrow/  "  And  that  explains  what  is  meant  fay  tbe 
expression,  ^<  notice  means  something  more  than  know- 
ledge/'  The  language  of  BvUer  J.  is  adopted  in  Boyfejf 
on  Bills. 


Whateley^  cofUra^  contended,  that  the  notice  should 
at  least  import  that  the  bill  had  been  dishonoured,  fiir 
the  holder  might  perchance  demand  payment  when  he 
had  no  right  to  do  so.     He  referred  to  Marka^^h 


[a)  iT.  R.  169. 


and 
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wd  Beawest  571^  2^  and  relied  on  Hartley  y.  Case(a\  1881. 
where  it  was  held)  that  a  notice  of  the  dishonour  of  a 
bill  of  exchange  must  contain  an  intimation  that  pay- 
ment of  the  bill  has  been  refused  bj  the  acceptor;  and 
tibat^  therefore^  a  letter  merely  containing  a  demand  of 
pajment  was  not  a  sufficient  notice.  That  case  cefierred 
to  ia  the  recent  edition  of  Bayley  on  Bills* 

&  F.  Bithards.  In  Hartley  ▼•  Case  the  notice  was 
Hmfficient,  because  the  drawer  and  acceptor  both  bore 
the  same  name,  and  the  notice  did  not  state  with  pre* 
dmw^  A^  particulars  of  the  hiH. 

Cwr.aAkvult^ 

TiNDAL  C.  i.  The  cjnestmi  in  this  case  is*  Whch 
tbar  the  dir^tieo  of  Lord  TeiUerden  to  the  j«ry»  *^  That 
the  l^tor  given  in  evidence  at  the  trial,  and  set  out  upon 
the  bill  of  exceptions,  was  not  sufficient  notice  of  the 
^AopiOir  and  nonpayment  of  the  bill,  aiyl  that  upon 
wmsk  evidence  the  jury  ou^t  to  find  a  verdict  for  the 
Defendants,"  was  a  prefer  direction  or  not?  And  we 
avpxif  opinion  that  the  direction  was  proper,  and  that 
di0  jndgiQent  which  has  been  given  for  the  Pefiendants 
naat  be  affirmed. 

The  notice  of  dishonour,  which  is  coinmonly  substi^ 
telod  in  this  country  in  the  place  of  a  formal  protest, 
fae)i  foi!Dal  protest  being  essential  in  other  countries  to 
enable  the  Plaintiff  to  recover  (i),  most  certainly  does 
not  require  all  the  precision  and  formality  which  accom- 
panied the  regular  protest,  for  which  it  has  been  substi- 
tuted. But  it  should  at  least  inform  the  party  to  whom 
it  is  addressed,  either  in  express  terms  or  by  necessary 

(tf)  4  JS.  C2f  C.  339.  trot  de  Cbangct  part  i.  cap.  5. 

(b)  Potbiert  Traite  du  Con-      s.  i.  art.  I.  a.  5. 
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the  holder  looks  to  him  for  payment  of  the  amount 

The  allegation  in  the  declaration  is,  that  the  bill  has 
been  presented  to  the  acceptor,  who  has  refused  pay- 
ment, whereof  the  Defendant  has  had  notice;  and,  con- 
sequently, to  satisfy  this  allegation,  though  no  express 
form  of  words  is  necessary,  the  notice  should  convey  an 
intimation  to  the  party  to  whom  it  is  addressed,  that  the 
bill  is  in  fact  dishonoured.  Now  looking  at  this  notioe, 
we  think  no  such  intimation  is  conveyed  in  terms,  or  is 
to  be  necessarily  inferred  from  its  contents. 

Besides,  it  is  perfectly  consistent  with  this  notice  that 
the  bill  has  never  been  presented  at  all,  and  that  the 
Plaintiff  means  to  rely  upon  some  legal  excuse  for  the 
non-presentment  The  present  case  is  stronger  against 
the  sufficiency  of  the  notice  than  that  of  Harik^i. 
Casff  where  there  was  at  least  an  allegation  that  the 
bill  had  become  due^  which  is  not  found  here.  This  let- 
ter may  not  improbably  have  been  written  with  a  dif- 
ferent intent  than  that  of  giving  notice  of  the  dishonour 
to  the  indorser,  and  may  have  been  information  that  an 
action  was  about  to  be  brought  by  the  attorney,  takii^ 
for  granted  that  the  notice  of  the  bill's  dishonour  had 
been  given  in  the  ordinary  way  before  the  bill  was  pot 
into  his  hands  for  the  purpose  of  suing  thereon.  At  all 
events,  however  intended,  it  appears  to  us  not  to  amooot 
to  such  notice.  We  think,  therefore,  the  judgmeot 
ought  to  be  affirmed. 

Judgm^t  affirmecL 
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Bennett  v.  Lowe.  -4^^*'^  *<>' 

l^T  order  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  the  following  Devise  to  D.t 
case  was  submitted  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court: —  ^'*  ^'*  **"*  ^* 
Dorothy  Axford^  late  of  Wood  Street^  Cheapside^  in  the  j^  case  any  of 
ciQr  o(  London  deceased,  being  seised  in  fee  of  certain  them  die» 
freehold  estates,  duly  made  and  published  her  last  will  J^^J^^f  ^ 
and  testament,  bearing  date  the  12tb  of  October  1770,  daughten^  her 
and  which  was  executed  and  attested  as  by  law  was  ^^^f®  ^°  ^°  ^^ 
leqolred  for  passing  freehold  estates  by  devise,  and  by  ;„  seniority ; 
such  will  the  said  Dorothy  Axford^  after  bequeathing  hut  if  any  of 
many  pecuniary  legacies,  devised  and  bequeathed  four  j^^^^  g    *' 
messuages  in  Wood  Street  aforesaid,  and  two  other  mes-  should  die 
soages  in  Great  St.  Helens^  to  George  Ixrwe,  his  heirs  and  }^thout  issue 

^r  .  in  the  lifetime 

assigns,  to  and  for  the  several  uses,  intents,  and  purposes  of  M.  C.  J. 
thereinafter  limited,  expressed,  and  declared  of  and  con-  ^^^  ^y  the 
oeming  the  same ;  that  is  to  say,  "  in  trust  that  he  the  ^^^  ^i^^^  ^^ 


said  George  Z^otve,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  do  and  shall  by  dying  to  go 
and  out  of  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  out  of  the  said  pre-  *\     . 

,  others  m  suc- 

mises,  pay,  or  cause  to  be  paid,  unto  Alexander  Croker^  son  cession :  all 
ci  Isaac  CroJcer,  of  Lambeth^  in  case  he  shall  be  living  at  the  rest  ancj 
the  time  of  my  death,  the  sum  of  10/.  to  buy  mourning;  devisor's 
and  also  the  further  sum  of  1/.  and  Is.  of  lawful  money  estates  to  go 
of  Great  Britain^  weekly,  and  every  week  during  his  ***  ^'Z.    . 
natural  life;  and  also  in  trust  that  he  the  said  George  D.iL,fF.fZnd 
I/mtf  his  heirs  and  assigns,  do  and  shall  by  and  out  of  ^-»  *"^  their 
the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  the  said  premises,  pay  or  ^^J^  estates 
cause  to  be  paid  unto  Mary  Smithy  for  and  during  the  for  life,  and 

term  of  her  natural  life,  one  annuity  or  yearly  sum  of  .    *  ^J^^^' 

•'•'•'  der  m  fee  m 

10{.   of    lawful    money   of    Great  Britain^   by  equal  the  whole. 
quarterly  payments:  (annuities  of  10/.  a  year  were  then 
charged  on  the -premises  in  &vour  of  Charlotte  Sibbelbf 

Nn  2  Ann 
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ISSh       Ann  Spence,  Susannah  West^  Mary  Hargrove^  and  Mary 
\^ '  "^       Manley :  and)  for  Afory  Gibson  5L  Bs.  a  year;  in  con- 
V.  sideration  whereof  I  do  expect  and  desire  that  the  said 

Mary  Gibson  do  take  care  of  the  cats  belonging  to  me 
at  the  time  of  my  decease ;  and  from  and  immediately 
after  the  decease  of  them  the  said  Alexander  Crokar^ 
Mary  Smithy  Charlotte  SibbdlSf  Ann  Spcnce^  Smamut 
Wesij  Mary  Hargrave^  Mary  Gihon  and  Mary  Mttnfyf 
then  in  trust,  that  he  the  said  George  Lome,  his  faetrs  and 
assigns,  do  and  shall  pay  and  apply,  and  dispose  of  Jtbi 
rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  the  said  me^suaf^  or  te^t* 
ments  and  premises,  unto  and  equally  amongst  my  goj? 
daughter  Ann  Mary  Darwin^  Mary  Lame^  daughter  of 
the  said  George  Lorwe^  Mary  Vos$^  daughter  of  Mnf$ 
yossy  and  Jane  Spence,  daughter  of  the  before-named 
Mrs.  Spence;  and  I  do  hereby  declare  that  the  said 
several  devises  and  bequests  hereinbefore  by  me  aiade 
to  and  to  the  use  of  the  said  Ann  Maty  Oanom^  Mary 
lA/wej  Maty  Vossj  and  Jane  Spence,  respectively,  are 
and  shall  be  to  and  for  her  and  their  own  sole  pod 
separate  use  and  benefit,  and  in  no  ways  liable  to  th^ 
debts,  contracts,  intermeddling  or  engagements  of  her 
or  their  present  or  any  future  husband  or  husbands  she 
or  they  may  hereafter  happen  to  marry ;  and  that  her 
or  their  receipt  and  receipts  alone,  under  her  or  their 
hands  respectively,  without  her  husband,  notwithstand- 
ing her  present  or  any  future  coverture,  or  whether  she 
or  they  be  sole  or  married,  for  auy  sum  or  sums  of 
money  due  or  payable  to  her  under  or  in  virtue  of  this 
my  will,  shall  from  time  to  time  be  good  and  sufr 
cient  discharges  to  the  person  or  persons  paying  ti|8 
same ;  and  in  case  any  of  them  the  said  Ann  Mary 
Darwin,  Mary  Lowe,  Mary  Voss,  and  Mary  SpetK^ 
shall  happen  to  depart  this  life,  leaving  a  daughter  or 
daughters^  that  then  the  share  or  interest  of  her  or  tbeffl 
so  dying,  shall  gp  to  such  daughters  a9  they  shall  be  ia 
_  senioriQr 
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seniority  of  age  and  priority  of  birth,  the  eldest  of  such         1881. 
dau«rhters  to  be  preferred  and  take  before  the  younger. 
Provided  always,   that   in  case  any  of  them  the  said 
Aim  Mary  Darwin^  Maty  Lowe^  Mary  Voss  and  Jane 
Spenctf  shsill  happen  to  depart  this  life  without  issue  in 
the  lifetime  of  the  said  Maty  Smithy  Charlotte  SibbeUs^ 
Ann    Spencej    Susannah    fVesty    Maty  Hargrave^  and 
Maty  Gibson^  then  I  order  that  the  share  or  interest  of 
her  and  them  so  dying,  be  paid,  applied,  and  disposed 
of  to  and  to  the  use  of  Mary  Winsky^  daughter  of  Mrs. 
Foniain^  Mary  Cherrington^  daughter  of  John  Cherring^ 
ton^  Susannah  Specky  daughter  of  William  and  Mary 
Specks  Mary   Groves,  daughter  of  Richard  Groves  of 
Wood  Sireety  watchmaker,  and  Diana  Fierce,  daughter 
of  John  and   Diana  Fierce,   in   succession  one  after 
aoother,  as  they  the  said  Ann  Mary  Daraoin^  Mary 
Voss,  and  Ja?ie  Spetice  shall  happen  to  depart  this  life. 
And  as  for  and  concerning  all  the  rest,  residue,  and 
ronainder  of  my  estates,  of  what  nature  or  kind  what- 
soever, I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath  the  same  unto  my 
goddaughter  Ann  Mary  Darwin.     And  it  is  my  will  and 
iqind  that  my  several  messuages  or  tenements  be  let  out 
op  leases  ait  the  end  of  the  several  terms  already  granted, 
in  manner  they  have  hitherto  been  done  by  me.     And  I 
da  hereby  nominate  and  appoint  the  said  George  Lorme 
execatbr  of  this   my   will.     Provided  always,  that  in 
eue  the  said  George  Lofwe  shall  happen  to  die  in  my 
lifetime,  then  I  do  hereby  revoke,  annul,   arid  make 
void  the  several  devises  and   bequests   before   by  me 
given  and  devised  to  him  the  said  George  L&me,  his  . 
heirs  and  assigns,  and  declare  that  the  said   William 
Spedc  and  Richard  Groves,  and  the  survivor  of  diem,  and 
the  heirs  and  assigns  of  such  survivors  do  and  shall 
stknd  seised  and  possessed  of  the  several  messuages  or 
tenements  and  premises  to  hold  to  them  their  heirs  and 
asagns,  upon  the  trusts  and  to  and  for  the  several  uses,  . 

N  n  8  intents, 
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18S1.        intetitS)  and  purposes  hereinbefore  limited  to  the 
Bennett       George  iottv,  his  heirs  and  assigns." 

t.  The  said  Dorothy  Axfard  duly  made  and  published  s 

codicil  to  the  said  will,  bearing  date  12th  o'i'NaoeiAtT 
1770,  and  which  codicil  was  executed  and  attested  as  by 
law  was  required  to  pass  freehold  estates  by  devise;  and 
by  such  codicil  the  said  Dorothy  Aaeford  devised  and 
bequeathed  as  follows :  —  ^^  Whereas  I  did  make  and 
publish  my  last  will  and  testament,  bearing  date  the  Ifilfa 
day  oi  October  last  past,  and  whereas,  in  and  by  my  sttd 
last  will,  after  giving  and  disposing  of  such  part  of  my 
estate  and  effects  as  therein  mentioned,  I  gave  and  d^ 
vised  all  the  rest,  residue,  and  remainder  thereof  onto 
Ann  Mmy  Darwin  therein  named,  now  it  is  my  wiD 
and  mind,  in  case  the  said  Ann  Maty  Darwin  shall 
happen  to  die  before  she  attains  the  age  of  twenty^ooe 
years,  and  I  do  hereby  give  and  bequeath  unto  Maty 
Lowe  in  my  said  will  named,  all  such  rest,  residue  and 
remainder  of  my  estates  and  effects  after  payment  of  the 
several  legacies  and  bequests  hereby,  and  in  and  by  my 
said  will  given  and  bequeathed." 

The  said  Dorothy  Axford  died  in  December  1770, 
seised  of  the  estates  mentioned  in  her  last  will,  widioot 
having  altered  or  revoked  her  said  will  in  any  man* 
ner  affecting  the  said  devises,  except  as  tlie  same  was 
altered  by  the  codicil,  and  leaving  the  said  George 
Latjae^  and  also  the  said  several  annuitants  menticHied  in 
her  will,  her  surviving.  Afterwards  all  the  annnitants, 
that  is  to  say,  Alexander  Croker^  Mary  Smithy  Charlotte 
SibbellSf  Mrs.  Spence,  Susannah  West^  Mary  Hargrace^ 
Mary  Gibson^  and  Mary  Manley^  died,  leaving  the 
said  testatrix's  god-daughter  Ann  Mary  Darwin^  and 
Mary  Lowe,  Mary  Vossy  and  Jane  Spence,  them  sor* 
viving.  The  said  Ann  Mary  Darwin,  Mary  Lowe,  and 
Mary  Voss  afterwards  died,  leaving  each  a  daughter  her 
surviving.     And  the  said  Jane  Spence  departed  this  life 

without 
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without  issue,  and,  as  it  was  alleged,  without  leaving  any        1831. 
heir  at  law. 

The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  were, 
First,  what  estates  passed  by  the  said  will  of  the  testa- 
trix, Dorothy  Axfordy  to  Ann  Mary  Darwin^  Mary  Lowe^ 
Mary  VosSf  and  Jane  Spence  respectively;  taking  the 
limitations  to  those  persons  as  limitations  of  legal  estates : 
and. 

Secondly,  what  estates  passed  by  the  said  will  to  the 
daughters  oi  Ann  Mary  Darwin^  Mary  Lawe^  and  Mary 
Voss  respectively;  taking  the  limitations  to  them  as 
limitations  of  legal  estates. 

WUde  Seijt  Ann  Mary  Darwin,  Mary  Laooe^  Mary- 
Voss,  and  Jane  Spence,  took  estates  for  life  in  the  pre- 
mises; their  daughters  also  took  estates  for  life,  with 
a  remainder  in  fee  in  the  whole  to  Ann  Mary  Darwin. 

The  testatrix  having  employed  proper  words  of  in- 
heritance where  it  was  necessary  an  estate  of  inheritance 
should  pass,  —  as  to  George  Lome  the  trustee,  —  and 
having  omitted  to  employ  them  with  respect  to  the 
other  devisees,  must  be  taken  to  have  known  the  effect 
of  such  omission,  and  to  have  made  it  designedly.  Doe 
i.  Kirby  v.  Holme,  {a)  If  the  first  class  of  female  devisees 
be  holden  to  take  more  than  an  estate  for  life,  the  pro- 
per^ might  descend  to  males,  whereas  the  testatrix  has 
evinced  the  most  decided  intention  to  exclude  them. 
The  devise  being  so  expressly  limited  to  A.  M.  Darwin, 
M.  L/me,  M.  Voss^  and  J.  Spence,  and  if  any  of  them  die 
leaving  a  daughter  or  daughters  the  share  of  the  party 
dying  to  go  to  such  daughters  in  seniority  of  age,  is  a 
dear  proof  that  the  limitation  over  in  case  of  their  dying 
intkaui  issue,  meuis,  without  such  issue ;  and  the  word 

(<)  1  m/i.  So. 

N  n  4  issue 
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J831.  issue  might  be  read  daughters:  so  that  an  estate  tail 
cannot  be  implied  from  the  generality  of  the  expression, 
loithoid  issuCf  as  if  a  general  failure  of  issue  had  been 
contemplated.  In  Foster  ▼•  Romney  {a\  where  a  tes- 
tator devised  one  of  three  estates  to  trustees  and  their 
heirs,  until  his  nephew  Thomas^  son  of  his  brother  WS^ 
lianif  should  attain  twenty-ODe»  or  di^  and  on  his  attain* 
ing  twenty-one,  to  the  said  Thomas  for  life,  sans  waste; 
and  after  the  determination  of  that  estate^  lo  trustoi 
during  Thomais  life  to  preserve  contingent  renuundei% 
&C. ;  and  after  the  decease  of  Thomas^  to  aU  and  eteiy 
the  son  and  sons  of  the  body  of  TkomaSf  severally  nai 
successively  one  after  another  in  priority  of  birth,  &&: 
and  for  default  of  such  issue,  to  the  testator^s  brother 
Joseph  for  life,  sans  waste;  and  after  his  death  to  hii 
son  Joseph  and  his  heirs :  it  was  held  that  the  nepheir 
and  his  sons  only  took  estates  for  life  respectively,  tat 
want  of  words  of  limitation  or  other  tantamount  words; 
tiie  words  Jar  default  of  such  issue^  meaning  for  deftialf 
of  ion  or  50111,  &c. 

Jones  Seijt  contra.  The  four  first  devisees  took  an 
estate  tail.  The  Court  will  not  confine  them  to  aa 
estate  for  life,  or  exclude  the  male  line^  without  seeing  .sIl 
express  intention  to  that  effect;  and  whatever  mayba 
surmised,  no  such  express  intention  is  to  be  found  in 
the  will.  The  devise  over,  therefore,  upon  the  four  fiivt 
takers  dying  without  issue^  must  be  taken  as  a  devise  over 
upon  a  general  failure  of  issue,  and  not  a  mere  fidlure  of 
such  issue  as  had  been  described  before ;  in  which  casa 
the  Court  will  imply  an  estate  tail  in  the  first  takers; 
and  though  they  could  not  imply  this,  if  the  expression 
had  been,  dying  without  such  issue,  yet  they  rather  in- 
cline to  reject  the  word  such  where  it  exists,  than  to 

(a)  iiEasttS94' 

insert 
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insert  it  where  it  is  not  found.  In  Denne  d.  Briddon 
▼•  Pi^e(a)f  where  the  devise  over  was  for  default  of 
mick  issue,  Lord  Mansfield  said,  ^^  There  is  hardly  aa 
instance  where  the  words  of  a  devise  are  restrained 
to  carry  a  life  estate  only,  but  such  a  construction  is 
against  the  intention  of  the  testator;  for  common 
QMn  do  not  know  the  difference  between  a  devise  of 
land  and  of  money.  Such,  however,  being  the  general 
settled  rule^  courts  have  been  astute  to  find  out,  if  pos- 
llble^  from  other  parts  of  a  will,  what  the  testator  really 
mCended ;  and  it  is  with  pleasure  that  they  have  found, 
ia  hundreds  of  cases,  sufficient  to  warrant  them  in  giv- 
ing full  effect  to  that  intention.  The  question  then 
cottes  to  Uiis,  Whether  there  be  enough  upon  the  face 
of  the  will  to  say  certainly  what  his  intention  was ;  for  we 
mast  not  go  upon  conjecture.  I  conjecture,  indeed,  that 
this  was  a  blunder,  or  slip,  and  that  another  limitation 
was  intended;  but  I  do  not  know  what  limitation ;  whe- 
ther to  the  heirs  general  or  special.  Is  there  any 
Mthority  which  will  enable  us  to  supply  the  defect,  and 
make  another  will  ?  If  after  the  limitation  to  the  daugh- 
ters, of  T.  N.  the  words  had  been  <  and  if  they  die 
without  tssue,^  we  would  have  implied  an  estate  tail; 
bat  here  the  words  are,  *  for  default  of  such  issuer* 
which  can  only  mean  the  issue  mentioned  before.  The 
Court  have  no  power  to  strike  out  the  word  such.^*  If 
the  Court  have  no  power  to  strike  out  the  word  suchf 
still  less  have  they  any  power  to  insert  it  And  it  is 
only  where  they  are  fettered  by  the  express  introduction 
of  that  word,  that  the  Courts  refuse  to  imply  an  estate 
tail ;  Hay  v.  Earl  of  Cavenity  (6),  Stanley  v.  Lennard  {c), 
Wight  V.  Leigh,  {d) 


1831. 


(a)  11  BasU  603.  ni 
(b)zT.R.%z. 


\c)  X  Edetfi  Rep.  86. 


Wilde. 
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18S1.  Wilde.     The  rule  of  law  is  not  disputed ;  but  it  is  not: 

necessary  here  to  insert  the  word  sucL  From  the  whole 
contents  of  the  will,  and  the  immediately  precedrng 
mention  of  the  daughters  of  the  first  devisees,  it  is 
clear  the  testatrix  only  meant  the  estate  to  go  over  on 
failure  of  daughters. 

Cur.  ado.  vidL 

The  following  certificate  was  afterwards  sent:— > 

We  have  heard  this  case  argued  before  us  by  counsd^ 
and  have  considered  it,  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  under 
the  will  of  Dorothy  Axford^  the  said  testatrix,  Ann  May 
Darmtiy  Mary  Ijonsx^  Mary  Vossy  and  Jane  Spence  took 
estates  for  life  as  tenants  in  common  in  the  premisef 
mentioned  in  the  will. 

That  the  daughters  of  the  said  Mary  Lowtj  May 
VosSj  and  Ann  Mary  Darwin  also  took  estates  for  life  in 
the  shares  of  their  respective  parents  upon  the  death  of 
their  parents  respectively. 

That  Ann  Mary  Darwin  took  the  reminder  in  be 
in  the  whole  of  the  said  premises. 

N.CTlNDAL. 

J.  A.  Park. 
S.  Gaselee* 

E.  H.  AXDEBSOK. 
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Irving  and  Others  v.  Motly  and  Anothen  Maj  5. 

TTROVER  for  nineteen  bags  of  wool  which,  as  the  The  Plaindfif 

Plaintiffs  alleged,  had  been  obtained  of  them  by  «"«!  >»  *">^«f 
^       ,  for  goods,  of 

™°°*  which  Acy 

At  the  trial  before  Gaselee  J.,  London  sittings  after  alleged  they 

Hikny  term,  it  appeared  that  the  wool  in  question  had  ^.^^?^  ^' 
been  ostensibly  purchased  of  the  Plaintiffs  on  the  18th  fraud  in  the 
otAt^ust  1829,  by  one  Dunn^  as  agent  of  fVallington  Defendant*' 
and  Co.,  and  by  Wallington  and  Co.  pledged,  the  next  t^they     ' 
day,  to  the  Defendants,  as  a  security  for  1400/.  advanced  might  proTe 
that  day  by  the  Defendants  to   Wallington  and  Co.,  ^''J'^^ 
through  the  intervention  of  Dunn^  who  was  also  agent  agent,  without 
to  the  Defendants.  calling  1^  *» 

In  order  to  shew  that  Wallington  and  Co.  had  ob-  jjthoogh  the 
tained  the  wool  in  question  without  any  intention  of  Defendants 
paying  for  it;  that  they  had  long  been  in  a  state  of  ^*^°^^j^ 
irretrievable  embarrassment ;  and  that  Dunn  was  privy 
to  their  design ;  the  Plaintiff,  after  an  objection  to  the 
evidence,  which  was  overruled,  proved  the  signature  of 
Dtmn  to  a  letter  addressed  to  the  Defendants,   De^ 
cember  13. 1828,  enclosing  an  invoice  of  forty-seven  bags 
of  German  wool  stated  by  him  {Dunn)  to  have  been 
bought  on  Defendants'  account,   but  without  naming 
the  sellers :  — 

Amount  ...  ^2756  15  11 

Discount  5  per  cent       -       i^  137  16  9 

Ditto  8  per  cent,  additional  -      82  14  0 

220  10     9 


Bill  at  two  months       •«      £2636     5    2 


And 
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1831.  And  the  same  letter  stated  that  Ditrm  had  sold  the 
same  wools  to  Timothy  fValltngton  and  Co.  at  the  same 
prices,  payable  by  their  acceptance  at  six  mouths,  2}  per 
cent,  discount 

It  was  then  proved  that  the  Defendants  drew  a  bill 
on  T.  WaUington  and  Co.  for  these  Wools,  dated  Ik- 
cember  13.  1828,  at  six  months,  for  2683/.  175. 6d.:  doe^ 
therefore,  June  16.  1829. 

Duthoitf  fVallington^  clerk,  proved  that  WaBingUm 
were  sellers  of  these  wools,  as  well  as  buyers,  and  tint 
it  was  a  mere  nominal  transaction  to  raise  monej  bt 
WaUingions*  house  at  a  loss  of  about  10  per  oenL;  bttt 
it  was  not  proved  that  the  Defendants  had  any  know* 
ledge  of  whom  the  wools  were  bought. 

It  was  further  proved  that  the  bill  becoming  due  in 
June  was  renewed  by  the  Defendants  in  two  bills,  one  of 
them  at  two,  and  t4ie  other  at  three  months ;  l^e  fint  fbr 
1354/.  I5s.  l(Ly  falling  due  August  19.,  and  the  other  fiir 
1360/.  95.  6d.f  due  on  the  19th  September. 

Duthoit  also  proved  from  entries  in  WidlingUm^  boob 
that  in  five  instances  in  the  year  1829,  wools  ^tmni 
bought  by  JVaUingtonSf  through  Dunn^  of  merchanCiy 
upon  credit,  and  sold  again  the  same  or  following  dqr 
for  the  same  prices  at  which  they  had  been  bought;  but 
with  an  allowance  of  discount  in  consequence  of  beiagf^ 
sold  at  short  credit,  making  a  loss  upon  each  transactkm 
of  about  10,  or  in  one  or  two  cases  12^  per  cent  And 
that  WaUington^  house  and  Dunn,  and  several  other 
houses,  were  mixed  up  together  in  very  extensive  abooHh 
modation  transactions. 

The  Defendants  being  requested  to  advance  the  14001 
the  day  on  which  the  first  of  WaUington^ s  renewed  bilk 
for  the  purchase  of  December  13.  1828,  became  do^ 
and  thereupon  suspecting  the  stability  of  the  firm, 
required  a  deposit  of  wools  by  way  of  security;  where- 
upon Dwm^  who  acted  for  both  partieSf  obtained  and 
transferred  the  wools  as  before  stated. 

Wallingtm 
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WaUington  and  Co.  stopped  payment  August  29. 1829,        I8SI. 
and  a  commission  of  bankrupt  issued  against  them  Sep* 
tember  5. 

A  verdict  was  given  for  the  PiaintiflTs,  the  jury  finding, 

That  the  transaction  in  question  was  fraudulent; 

That  the  Defendants  knew  nothing  of  the  fraud,  but 
that  Dunn  was  the  agent  of  the  Defendants  as  well  as  of 
Walling^  and  Co. 

TadA^  Seijt.  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial,  on 
the  ground  that  Dunn  himself  ought  to  have  been  called 
as  a  witness  by  the  Plaintiffs ;  that  the  evidence  of  his 
signature  ought  not  to  have  been  received ;  and  that  the 
¥erdict  was  against  evidence,  as  a  trader  was  not  to  be 
presumed  guilty  of  fraud  because  he  occasionally  pun- 
chased  upon  credit,  and  sold  again  immediately;  for 
which  he  referred  to  Noble  v.  Adams,  {a) 

fVilde  and  RusseU  Seijts.  shewed  cause.  The  paper 
by  Dunn  was  properly  received  in  evidence.  It 
not  produced  to  prove  the  contract  on  which  the 
party  sought  to  recover,  but  Dunn  being  charged  as 
privy  to  a  fraud  committed  on  the  Plaintiffs,  the  paper 
was  produced  to  establish  one  link  in  the  chain  of  a 
ooospiracy.  Dunn  could  only  be  fixed  with  tlie  frauds 
by  shewing  the  acts  done  by  him ;  and  the  signature  of 
that  paper  was  one  of  the  acts  by  which  it  was  pro- 
posed to  explain  the  fraud.  Dunn  could  not  have  been 
examined,  for  he  mght  have  refused  to  answer  questions 
tending  to  criminate  himself,  and  the  Plaintiffi  could 
not  produce  a  witness  whom  they  proposed  to  shew 
unworthy  of  credit.  I^  then,  Dunn  obtained  the  wools 
of  the  Plainti£  by  fraud,  and  without  any  intention  of 
paying  for  them,  which  the  jury  have  found,  the  Plain- 

(4)  %MarjJb,$66» 
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1881.       tiffs  are  not  divested  of  their  property,  but  may  seA  it  at 
the  bands  of  the  Defendants.  Parker  v.  Pairidc  (a)  where 
it  was  holden  that  a  transferee,  without  notice,  might 
retain  goods  which  the  owner  had  lost  by  a  fraud,  can 
scarcely  be  esteemed  law.     But  the  case  is  distinguish* 
able  from  the  present,  because  in  that  case  the  goods 
were  not  obtained,  as  here,  by  the  fraud  of  the  agent  of 
the  transferee;  and  in  Doe  d,  Willis  ▼•  liartm{b)  k 
was  held,  that  fraud  will  vitiate  any  transaction,  althou^ 
the  principal  do  not  personally  take  any  part  in  the 
fraud,  if  bis  agent  do ;  for  the  principal  is  civilly  le- 
qx>nsible  for  the  acts  of  his  agent     So,  in  Glym  v. 
Baker  (c)  the  plaintiffit  and  defendant  having  each  lodged 
their  respective  India  bonds  with  the  same  bankers,  wiio 
afterwards  privily,  and  without  the  defendant's  autbo- 
rity,  sold  his  bonds,  and  upon  his  demand  of  them  deli- 
vered up  to  him  the  India  bonds  of  the  plaintiffi  to  the 
same  total  amount,  and  payable  to  the  same  obligee; 
though  the  defendant  did  not  know  that  they  ware  the 
property  of  another,  but  was  told  by  the  bankers  that 
they  had  exchanged  his  original  bonds  for  them ;  it  was 
holden,  that  the  defendant  was  liable  to  answer  over  to 
the  plaintiffs  for  the  amount 

However,  the  Plaintiffs  having  been  deprived  of  ibt 
goods  by  fraud,  were  entitled  to  recover  them  of  the 
Defendants,  even  though  Dunn  had  not  been  their  agent 
The  cases  of  the  Earl  of  Bristol  v.  Wilsmore{d)i  SU- 
phenson  v.  Harl  {e%  and  the  cases  there  cited,  clearly 
establish,  that  where  goods  are  obtained  under  the  pre- 
tence of  purchase  by  a  party,  who  at  the  time  does  not 
intend  to  pay  for  them,  no  property  passes  from  the 
vendor,  and  no  property  can  be  derived  through  the 
vendee  to  any  third  person.     In  Ferguson  v.  Carring- 
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iDii{a)9  "where  the  defendant  purchased  goods  upon        18S1. 

credit,  fraudulently  intending  at  the  time  of  the  contract 

Bot  to  pay  for  them,  and  the  vendor  brought  assumpsit  for 

the  goods  sold  before  the  time  of  the  credit  expired,  it 

was  held,  that  although  that  action  was  not  maintainable, 

the  vendor  might  have  treated  the  contract  as  a  nullity, 

and  have  brought  trover  immediately  to  recover  the  value 

of  the  goods.     In  Abbotts  v.  Barry  (6),  and  Corking  v. 

Jarrard  there  cited,  it  was  held,  that  even  where  goods 

obtained  by  fraud  had  been  converted  into  money,  the 

par^  defrauded  might  obtain  the  money  in  an  action  for 

money  had  and  received  to  his  use.     In  ^Me  v.  Adams^ 

it  was  merely  decided  that  the  evidence  of  fraud  was  so 

questionable  as  to  require  further  investigation. 

Toddy  {Jones  Seijt  was  with  him),  in  support  of  the 
nile.  The  declarations  of  an  agent  are  not  evidence : 
the  agent  himself  must  be  called :  and  the  paper  signed 
by  Dunn  was  no  more  than  a  declaration  by  an  agent 
Dunn  should  have  been  called,  because  he  alone  was 
capable  of  explaining  the  transaction,  and  he  might 
have  declined  to  answer  any  question  which  tended  to 
criminate  himself.  But,  at  all  events,  the  contract  which 
the  paper  purported  to  contain  should  have  been  proved 
by  some  person  who  was  present  when  it  was  concluded. 
Id  Biggs  v«  Lawrence  (c),  a  paper  was  admitted  by  which 
the  Defendant's  agent  acknowledged  the  receipt  of  the 
goods  in  respect  of  which  the  action  was  brought ;  that 
caae^  however,  has  been  doubted,  and  Lord  Kenyon  is 
aud  to  have  repeatedly  ruled  the  contrary.  Bauerman 
Y^Badenius.  {d)  Then,  as  to  the  allied  fraud.  Noble  v. 
'Adams  is  in  point  to  shew  that  the  circumstances  of  a 
trader's  being  in  danger  of  insolvency  when  he  obtains 


goods. 


$49  CASES  ih  £AST£R  TERM 

189 1«  goods,  and  even  paying  for  them  by  a  bill  wUch  bv 
knows  will  be  dishonoured,  do  not  amount  to  audit 
fraud  as  to  prevent  the  property  in  the  goods  from  pass* 
ing.  Unless  the  gopds  be  obtained  by  falae  pntenwi 
the  property  will  pass.  In  Glyn  y.  Baker,  the  dgfcndiit 
had  received,  instead  of  his  own  bondsy  bonds  of  Ati 
plaintiff  for  different  sums,  and  widi  diffisrent  mnnbeeit 
there  was  enough,  therefore,  to  put  him  on  liis  gpmlt 
and  in  the  Earl  of  Brisiol  v.  WUsmore  and  ^UtUi  v. 
Bony  it  was  known  befordiand  that  the  goods  >POiild 
never  be  paid  for.  Here,  there  is  no  proof  that  jDms 
knew  the  wool  would.mever  be  paid  for  by  Warriti^m 
and  Co. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  Thb  is  an  action  of  trover  which  the 
Plaintifis  have  brought  for  a  certain  qoantitj^  of  vpol, 
proved  to  be  in  the  possession  of  the  JDefeiidaiit%  and 
which  the  Plaintifl&  contend,  under  the  circumalaBoei  of 
the  case,  the  Defendants  hiive  no  legfd  ri^hlt  t»  itl9iki» 
The  ground  upon  which  they  maintaio  dia^  praproitjoa 
is,  that  the  possession  of  the  wofcJa  was  ^rjgjnoHy 
obtained  from  them,  not  under  a  jreal  conHraot  and  «si^ 
as  it  professed  in  appearance  to  be^  but  by  mmaa  of  die 
agent  of  the  Defendants,  for  the  purpose  of  jirocyrii^  SO 
advance  of  money  to  fVajUing^on  and  Co.  on  the 
of  the  wools,  and  thjcough  ihe  fraud  of  diat 
endeavouring  to  gillie  a  shew  of  a  oHitmct  and  ale  to 
that  whijch  was  ao  oonti^ct  at  alL 

Now,  in  order  to  establish  the  Plaintiffi'  asse^  it 
became  necessary  of  course  to  prove  the  .circaBislaQoai 
of  fraud  on  which  they  mtended  to  rely ;  and,  to  do  dhab 
the  Pliuntifis'  counsd  stated  there  was  a  oertaia  series  sf 
purchases  which,  for  a  lopg  period  pas^  bc^noing  JB 
December  1828^  and  continuing  down  to  a  late  period, 
had  been  enjtered  into  for  Messrs.  Wallingkm  by  sa 
agent  of  the  name  of  Dunn ,-  that  Dunn  having  eflbdsd 

thost 
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those  purchases,  there  were  forced  soles  at  a  considerable 
discount  to  raise  ready  money  for  the  wants  and  em- 
harrassments  of  Messrs.  Wallington ;  and  that  after  all 
tfais,  the  goods  in  respect  of  which  the  Plaintiff  sued 
were  obtained  of  them  for  a  similar  purpose,  Dunn 
imowing  that  WalUngton  and  Co.  would  never  pay  for 
them.  That  was  the  outline  of  the  fraud  with  which  the 
Pbintifis  commenced  their  statement  to  the  jury. 

In  the  course  of  making  that  statement  out,  it  became 
Accessary  to  prove  the  existence  of  these  purchases ;  and, 
fiir  that  purpose,  the  Plaintiils  offered  in  evidence  written 
contracts  of  wools  sold  and  delivered,  which  purported 
to  be  effected  by  Dunti ;  and  the  first  question  raised 
tor  our  consideration  is,  Whether  this  was  admissible 
evidence  of  the  contracts  that  purported  to  be  efiected 
upon  the  iace  of  the  written  documents  ? 

It  was  contended,  first,  that  Dunn  must  be  called  in 
order  to  substantiate  those  contracts,  or  that  if  it  was 
not  actually  necessary  to  prove  them  through  Dunn^  it 
should  be  established  aliunde  that  tliey  were  real  coiv- 
ttmc^Ej  and  not  merely  formal  instruments  in  writing. 

It  appears  to  me,  however,  that  this  was  only  one  step 
to  be  followed  up  by  subsequent  evidence  of  the  exlst- 
enoe  and  truth  of  the  contract.  The  Plaintiffs  put  in 
evidence  a  contract  made  by  Dunn^  the  agent  of  Messrs. 
WallingUm^  and,  to  a  certain  extent,  the  agent  of  the 
present  Defendants.  If  they  had  relied  upon  that  alone, 
and  no  further  evidence  had  been  given,  it  would  have 
been  of  no  avail ;  for  the  proving  the  contract  would 
have  proved  no  more  than  you  might  read  upon  the 
face  of  it,  nor  would  it  have  been  evidence  that  the 
contract  was  carried  into  effect  But  they  did  not  stop 
ibere^  they  called  Du  Thoitf  one  of  the  clerks  of  the 
party  for  whom  the  contract  was  negotiated,  and  he 
proved  that  the  writings  were  not  mere  formal  bought 
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and  sold  notes,  but  evidence  of  real  contracts,  in  which 
there  had  been  wools  bought  on  the  one  side^  and 
wools  sold  on  the  other,  at  a  considerable  discount, 
indeed  at  a  loss,  which  none  but  persons  in  em- 
barrassment would  have  consented  ta  It  has  been 
contended  that  this  evidence  is  not  admissible.  But 
it  is  admissible  as  one  of  the  steps  by  which  the 
Plaintiffs  shew  how  the  property  passed  from  them 
to  Messrs.  JVallingtofL  Suppose  Dtam,  instead  of 
going  through  the  form  of  a  negotiation  by  a  bought 
and  sold  note,  had  gone  to  the  warehouse^  and  takes 
those  goods;  you  might  have  proved  they  were  taken 
by  the  trespass  of  Dimn.  Suppose,  instead  of  tha^ 
he  had  stolen  them ;  you  might  have  shewn  the  act  of 
stealing  without  calling  Dunn ;  he  would  not  have  been 
a  witness  against  himself.  Suppose,  thirdly,  he  bad  not. 
obtained  them  by  these  modes,  but  by  a  fictitious  pur- 
chase, by  putting  up  a  man  who  stands  in  the  place  of 
the  real  purchaser,  who  never  meant  to  keep  the  goods 
but  to  hand  them  over  to  the  present  Defendants;  the 
question  is,  whether  you  may  not  prove  this  third  mode 
of  acquiring  the  property  by  fraud  on  the  part  of  Ams 
without  calling  Dunn. 

I  think  the  other  parts  of  the  case  being  made  out,  of 
which  this  is  only  a  step,  there  is  no  objection  to  pro?* 
ing  this,  by  shewing  it  was  a  contract  entered  into  by 
Dunn  the  agent  Suppose,  instead  of  its  being  a  boogfat 
and  sold  note,  it  had  been  a  bargain  and  sale  of  goods 
of  personalty  under  seal  with  a  subscribing  witness; 
nobody  will  say  Dunn  need  have  been  called.  His  tes- 
timony would  have  been  objected  to.  It  would  have 
been  said.  Why  not  call  the  subscribing  witness  ?  This 
is  only  the  first  step  in  the  case ;  it  is  to  be  made  ser- 
viceable for  the  Plaintiffs  by  the  subsequent  evidence 
given,  that  the  contract  is  acted  upon.    In  the  present 
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case  there  was  subsequent  evidence  given  to  the  jury 
which  satisfies  me  that  the  learned  Judge  did  right  in 
receiving  the  contract. 

Then  comes  the  second  question,  whetlier  the  Plain- 
ABk  have  any  right  to  recover  in  the  present  action 
upon  the  ground  of  fraud.  It  is  put  very  forcibly  on 
the  part  of  the  Defendants,  that  it  would  be  very 
dangerous  to  lay  down  the  rule,  where  a  person  pur- 
chases commodities,  which  at  the  time  he  is  conscious 
be  shall  be  unable  to  pay  for,  that  though  those  goods 
nay  have  afterwards  passed  through  other  hands  in  the 
fiur  way  of  purchase,  the  original  seller  shall  have  a 
right  to  recover  them,  whosesoever  hands  they  may 
be  in.  I  agree  to  the  truth  of  that  proposition ;  but  I 
think  such  a  transaction  will  not  amount  to  a  case  of 
fiaud  that  will  vitiate  a  contract,  much  less  to  the  case 
of  fraud  established  here.  The  ground  set  up  here  is, 
that  there  was  an  acting,  and  an  appearance  of  pur- 
chase given  to  the  transfer  of  these  goods,  which  in  truth 
and  justice  it  did  not  really  possess.  Whether  Dunn^ 
as  the  agent  of  Wallington  and  Co.,  went  into  the 
market,  and  got  these  goods  into  his  possession  by  the 
transfer  oi  Irving  and  Co.,  under  such  representation  as 
may  amount  to  obtaining  goods  under  false  pretences, 
it  is  not  necessary  to  say ;  but  it  comes  very  near  that 
case;  it  is  under  circumstances  that  place  him  and 
Messrs.  Wallington  in  the  light  of  conspirators  to  obtain 
possession  of  the  goods. 

Then  see  how  the  case  stands  upon  tlie  evidence.  So 
early  as  December  1828,  evidence  is  given  of  the  mode 
in  which  Messrs.  WaUington  were  keeping  up  their 
credit  by  repeated  purchases  and  forced  sales  at  a  ruin- 
ous discount.  Then  we  come  down  to  the  month  of 
August,  when  the  present  Defendants,  being  aware  that 
Messrs.  WaUington  were  under  embarrassment,  request, 
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1881:       as  tbey  might  very  fairly  do^  Mr.  Dtmn,  who,  for  that 
purpose  was  their  agent,  to  procure  them,  by  way  of 
security,  a  consignment  of  wool  from  Messrs*  Widling* 
ton  before^  making  any  fresh  advance.      That  being 
the  state  of  things  as  to  Dunnes  knowledge  of  Ae 
mode  in  which  Messrs.  WalUngUm  were  going  on,  te 
existence  of  their  pressing  embarrassments,   mnd  die 
bills  they  had  to  renew,  it  is  not  too   much  to  bkj 
that  they  went  to  market  with  the  certainty  or  gmt 
probabili^, — and  that  was  left  to  the  jury, — that  the 
wools  would  never  be  paid  for ;  that  they  thought  fit  t» 
go  through  the  mere  forma]  ceremony  of  a  bought  and 
sold  note^  not  with  the  design  of  handing  the  wools  ofcr 
to  the  purchaser,  but  to  pass  them  to  the  credit  of  the 
Defendants :  it  is  not  too  much  to  say,  that  that  was  a 
fraud  upon  the  rights  of  the  party  selling.     At  all  events 
it  was  left  to  a  jury  of  merchants ;  and  though  thqr  have 
acquitted  the  Defendants  of  fraud,  yet  they  involve  tbes 
in  the  legal  consequences,  as  it  was  a  fraud  committBd 
by  their  agent,  with  a  view  to  benefit  them ;  and  I  am 
not  disposed  to  disturb  the  verdict. 


Park  J.  Agreeing  entirely  with  the  judgment 
vered  by  my  Lord  Chief  Justice,  it  is  only  to  correct 
an  error  into  which  the  counsel  for  the  Defendanti 
has  fallen,  from  an  inadvertent  perusal  of  Nobk  v. 
Adamsj  that  I  say  any  thing ;  and  I  am  the  more  dis- 
posed to  do  so,  because  1  am  the  only  living  Judge  in 
this  court  who  was  present  in  1816  at  the  pronoondDg 
of  that  judgment.  I  am  anxious  to  remove  the  idea  duit 
the  Court  thought  that  nothing  short  of  obtaining  goods 
under  false  pretences  would  vacate  a  bargain.  I  know 
it  is  stated  in  text  writers  —  **  where  a  person  obtains 
goods  under  false  pretences,  under  the  colour  of  pur- 
chase, the  property  is  not  changed.''     But  in  the  case  in 

question 
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^estion  it  will  be  seen  that  Lord  Chief  Justice  Oibbs  lays 
down  no  such  restriction :  he  says  (a),  **  This  man  went 
from  England  to  QUugawy  intending  to  purchase  goods 
diere  from  persons  unacquainted  with  his  credit,  or  with 
tbe  character  of  the  bills."  What  the  circumstances 
were  does  not  entirely  appear  in  the  case,  except  that 
these  peo{de  at  Glasgow  had  been  imposed  upon.  *^  But 
hf  what  means  he  prevailed  on  Cross  and  Ck>.  to  sell  die 
goods  is  not  in  proof;  and  unless  his  representations 
amounted  to  the  offence  of  obtaining  goods  under  false 
pretences,  we  cannot  take  upon  ourselves  to  say  the 
contract  was  altogether  void/'  That  is  to  say,  in  the 
particular  case :  for,  if  what  his  Lordship  had  said  in  the 
ootset  of  his  judgment  had  been  attended  to,  it  would 
Iki^e  been  seen  that  he  meant  to  guard  himself  against 
the  oonclusion  which  has  been  drawn  from  his  expres- 
sions :  he  sajrs,  **  Without  defining  exactly  what  may 
or  may  not  amount  to  such  a  fraud  as  would  render  the 
sale  in  question  absolutely  void,  we  are  of  opinion  that 
the  evidence,  as  it  stands,  does  not  shew  any  conduct 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintifi*  sufficient  to  convince  us  that 
the  transaction  is  void."  He  guarded  himself  against 
that  conclusion,  leaving  it  c^n  to  the  particular  circum- 
aiBBces  of  each  case. 

Now,  being  of  opinion  that  the  having  obtained  goods 
under  fidse  pretences  is  not  the  only  ground  upon  which 
a  transaction  is  void,  I  feel  it  unnecessary  to  say  that 
this  runs  very  near  it.  I  am  of  opinion  the  case  was 
Tiery  properly  lefl  to  the  jury,  and  the  evidence  properly 
admitted ;  and  that  there  is  no  ground  for  us  to  set  aside 
the  verdict. 


18SI. 


Gasexe£  J.     It  does  not  necessarily  follow  that  the 
Ptaintififs  might  have  maintained  this  action  against  any 
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person  who  had  bondjUe  purchased  these  goods  of 
Messrs.  Moth/  without  knowledge  of  the  circumstances 
which  had  taken  place  in  the  course  of  the  dealings. 
The  ground  upon  which  it  is  maintainable  against  the 
Defendants  is,  that  they  had  constituted  Dimn  their 
agent  for  the  purpose  of  securing  themselves  by  getdog 
a  consignment  of  wool  made  to  them  from  WallifigUm 
and  Co. ;  and  their  agent  having  thought  fit  to  procure 
that  consignment  by  means  of  what  the  jury  have  foood 
to  be  a  fraud,  however  innocently  the  Defendants  mtj 
have  acted,  they  cannot  take  any  benefit  from  the  mis- 
conduct of  that  agent. 


Alderson  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The 
question  in  this  case  is,  first,  whether  there  was  a  fraud 
committed  by  Dunn  and  Messrs.  JVaUington  upon  the 
Plaintifis ;  such  a  fi^ud  as  to  prevent  the  goods  passing 
out  of  the  Plaintiffs.  In  order  to  ascertain  whether 
that  fraud  was  committed  by  Dunn  and  Messrs.  Wal' 
lington^  every  act  of  theirs  is  directly  to  the  point  The 
course  of  evidence  adopted  is  nothing  more  than  to 
shew,  that  from  the  course  pursued  by  Dunn  and 
Messrs.  Wallington^  with  respect  to  other  transaction^ 
it  might  be  inferred  they  had  committed  such  a  fraud  as 
would  vitiate  the  contract  for  these  wools.  With  that 
view  the  evidence  is  clearly  admissible ;  and  it  seems  to 
me  that  the  case  is  confused  by  treating  it  as  a  case  of 
principal  and  agent;  because,  for  the  purposes  of  the 
transaction  in  question,  Dumi  and  Messrs.  WaUingjton 
are  principals  in  the  firaud ;  and  their  acts  are  evidence 
against  themselves. 

This  might  very  well  be  put  upon  the  ground  of 
conspiracy  between  Dwm  and  Messrs.  JVaUington  to 
get  goods  from  other  persons ;  and  I  am  by  no  means 
prepared  to  say,  that  if  they  had  been  indicted  they  could 
not  have  been  convicted :   it  is  not  necessary  to  give 

any 
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any  judgment  upon  that  point;  but  there  is  abundant 
ground  in  the  evidence  to  say  that  they  were  guilty  of 
an  indictable  offence  in  procuring  goods  in  this  manner. 
If  the  goods  were  obtained  by  means  of  such  conspiracy, 
thea  no  property  passed  out  of  Messrs.  Irving ;  and  they 
have  a  right  to  maintain  an  action  against  the  party  in 
whose  hands  they  find  the  goods. 

Then  the  question  is,  whether  Parker  v.  Patrick  is  a 
decision  to  authorize  the  present  Defendants  in  keeping 
the  goods  ?  There  is  this  material  distinction  between 
the  two  cases,  that  in  this  case  the  business  has  been 
transacted  by  Dunn  the  agent  of  the  Defendants. 

Rule  discharged. 
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Whereas,  by  the  ancient  course  of  this  Ck)urt,  the 
fee  paid  to  the  prothonotaries  for  the  entry  of  every 
declaration  in  a  cause  has  hitherto  been  of  right  pay- 
able at  the  time  of  filing  thereof;  And  whereas  it  is 
expedient,  that  for  the  future  the  practice  of  this  Court 
should  be  made  conformable  to  that  of  the  respective 
Courts  of  King's  Bench  and  Exchequer,  so  far  as 
regards  the  time  of  such  payment ;  It  is  therefore 
ORDERED,  that  from  and  after  the  essoign  day  of  next 
Trinity  term,  the  fee  due  to  the  said  prothonotaries  for 
such  entry  as  aforesaid,  may  be  paid  at  any  time  pre- 
viously to  entering  the  issue  or  passing  the  record  in 
each  cause ;  or  in  case  there  shall  be  no  record,  at  any 
time  previously  to  signing  interlocutory  or  final  judg- 
ment :  and  further,  that  in  all  cases  where  there  shall 

be 
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time  of  taxing  costs,  where  the  proceedings  in  anj 
cause  are  stayed,  or  such  cause  terminated  by  any  role 
of  this  Court  or  order  of  a  Judge. 

N.  C.  TlHDAL. 

J.  A.  Park. 
S.  Gaskue. 
E.  H.  Aldebsoi. 

It  is  ordered,  that  in  future  where  any  amendment 
in  the  declaration  shall  be  made  after  a  rule  to  pleid 
shall  have  been  entered,  no  new  rule  to  plead  shall  be 
necessary,  provided  such  amendment  be  made  in  the 
term  or  the  vacation  succeeding  the  term,  in  or  of  whidi 
the  rule  to  plead  shall  have  been  entered ;  and  the  de- 
fendant shall  have  two  days  exclusive  of  the  dayoo 
which  the  amendment  shall  be  actually  made  to  alter 
his  plea  or  plead  de  novo^  unless  otherwise  ordered  bj 
the  Court  or  the  Judge  granting  leave  for  the  amend- 
ment* 

N.  C.  TlHDAL. 

J.  A.  Park. 
&  Gaselee. 
E.  H.  Aldehsoit. 
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IK 


Trinity  Term^ 


In  the  First  Year  of  the  Reign  of  William  IV. 


Jackson  v.  Hopkinson.  Maj  23. 

^pHE  Court  had  in  the  last  term  made  absolute  a  rule  A  new  trial 
for  a  new  trial  in  this  cause,  on  the  ground  that  at  ^av»ngbecn 
the  first  trial  the  Defendant  had  been  unable  to  procure  ground  of  the 
the  attendance  of  one  Ktngy  a  material  witness,  and  absence  of  a 
upon  condition  of  the  Defendant's  paying  into  Court  ^^      ^^^^    '^ 

the  money  sought  to  be  recovered.  condition  of 

Defendant's 
paying 
Storks  Serjt  afterwards   obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  the  money  into 

Defendant  to  be  permitted  to  take  this  money  out  of  Court,  the 

^  Defendant 


not  permitted  to  take  the  money  out  of  Court  upon  a  suggestion,  that  though  the 
witness  was  now  accessible  the  Plaintiff  had  refused  to  answer^  and  was  in  contempt 
for  not  answering  a  bill  in  Chancery,  filed  by  Defendant  for  a  discovery,  which  would 
have  been  an  answer  to  the  action. 

Vol.  VIL  P  p  Court, 
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Court,  on  the  ground  that  though  King  was  now  acces- 
sible, the  Plaintiff  had  declined  to  answer,  and  was  in 
contempt  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  for  not  answering  a 
bill  for  discovery  filed  by  the  present  Defendant  agaiost 
the  Plaintiff;  the  answer  to  which  bill  the  Defendant 
now  swore  would,  if  true,  disclose  a  perfect  defence  to 
this  action. 


Jones  Seijt  now  shewed  cause.  The  rule  for  a  new 
trial  was  made  absolute  on  condition  of  the  Defendants 
paying  the  money  into  Court,  only  because  the  Defend- 
ant could  not  procure  the  attendance  of  King.  The  De- 
fendant ought  not  now  to  alter  the  terms  of  that  mk^ 
by  suggesting  a  difficulty  which  does  not  a£&ct  the 
attendance  of  King. 

Storks.  If  the  attendance  of  the  witness  be  aiia?ail- 
ing,  the  Plaintiff  ought  not  to  profit  by  condidons 
imposed  on  the  supposition  that  the  attendance  of  the 
witness  would  be  usefuL 


TiNDAL  C.  J.  There  is  no  ground  for  this  motioL 
Tlie  Defendant  comes  to  the  Court  for  a  favour,  on  the 
ground  of  the  absence  of  a  material  witness :  that  wit- 
ness is  no  longer  out  of  the  way ;  and  there  is  no  reason 
why  the  Defendant  should  be  placed  in  a  better  situad'on 
by  interposing  something  not  suggested  on  the  orijgioal 
motion.  The  money  may  be  laid  out  by  the  protho- 
notary  in  exchequer  bills. 

Rule  discbai^ 
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Brereton  and  Others  v.  Chapman.  Maj  44. 

ASSUMPSIT  on  a  charter-party.  The  lay  dayt 

Independently  of  a  claim  of  25l.  for  five  days'  de-  ^^^.^^ 
murrage,  T4eL  \Ss.  was  clearly  due  to  the  Plaintiff  under  for  a  ship's 
the  charter-party ;  but  as  the  Defendant  established  a  disc^^se  are 
*8et-ofi^  and  paid  money  into  Court,  making  up  with  the  from  the  time 
set-off  an  amount  of  921.  3^.,  including  two  days'  de-  of  her  arrival 
murrage,  the  verdict  was  found  for  the  Plaintiff  with  * .    *  f*di  - 
leave  for  the  Defendant  to  move  to  set  it  aside,  and  charge>  and 
alter  a  verdict  for  Defendant,  unless,  under  the  follow-  "®'  *^  ^^  ^'jj 
ing  circumstances,  the  Court  should  think  the  Plaintiff  gi^e  should  for 
entitled  to  four  or  more  days'  demurrage  beyond  the  ^e  purposes 
two  paid  into  Court,  or  he  should  make  up  the  dif-  dia^aree  some 
ferehce  by  striking  out  certain  items  of  the  Defendant's  of  her  cargo 

set-off.  ^  ^*  entrance 

of  the  portf 
The  vessel  was  chartered  from  Hamburgh  to  WeUs^  or  before  arriving 

so  near  thereto  as  she  could  safely  get,  with  fourteen  *'  the  usual 
1       J        />       1  •      •  111*  1  place  of  dis- 

lay  days  for  snippmg  and  unloadmg  cargo ;  demurrage  ^j^nre. 

to  be  paid  for  at  5L  a  day. 

Eight  of  the  lay  days  were  exhausted  at  Hamburgh. 

The  vessel  arrived  at  the  entrance  of  the  port  of  Wells 

on  the  16th  of  Noveinber  1830.     The  port  is  formed  by 

an  inlet  of  the  sea,  and  the  distance  from  the  entrance 

to  the  quay,  where  vessels  unload,  is  considerable.     On 

the  17th  the  vessel  was .  reported ;  on  the  18th,  19th, 

and  26th,  a  portion  of  her  cargo  was  removed  into 

lighters,  the  vessel  drawing  too  much  water  to  proceed 

with  her  entire  cargo.     On  Sunday  the  22d  she  might 

have  gone  up,  but  it  appeared  the  crew  were  on  shore ; 

on  the  27th  the  vessel  arrived  at  the  quay  at  fVells^  and 

finished  unloading  her  cargo  on  the  4th  of  December. 
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Brereton 
Chapman. 


By  the  custom  of  the  port  of  Welk  the  lay  days  for 
unloading  do  not  commence  running  till  the  vessel  ar- 
rives  at  the  quay. 

Wilde  Serjt  having  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  entering  a 
verdict  for^'the  Defendant,  on  the  ground  that  the 
Plaintiff  coAd  not  establish  a  claim  for  demurrage  suffi- 
cient to  countervail  the  set-off, 


Storks  Seijt.  shewed  cause.     The  lay  days  most  be 
reckoned  from  the  time  of  the  vessel's  arrival  at  the  en- 
trance of  the  port,  or,  at  all  events,  from  the  dme  of  her 
beginning  to  discharge  the  cargo.    The  custom  of  the 
port  will  not  affect  the  contract  between  these  parties, 
which  must  be  construed  in  the  usual  way,  and  which, 
if  the  parties  had  thought  it  fit,  might  have  contidned  a 
stipulation  that  the  custom  of  the  port  should  be  ob- 
served ;  but,  in  ordinary  intendment,  arrival  at  port  is 
accomplished  when  the  ship  is  at  the  spot  whence  she  is 
reported  inwards.     It  was  the  charterer's  election  to 
load  the  ship  so  heavily  that  she  could  not  proceed  to 
the  quay  without  being  lightened;  but  that  operation 
was  a  commencement  of  the  discharge  of  the  cargo^  ana 
the  lay  days  commence  running  from  the  first  period  of 
discharge.     In  Hill  v.  Idle  (a)  it  was  held,  that  the  ooo- 
siguee  of  a  particular  parcel  of  goods  by  a  general  ship 
was  liable  to  the  owner  for  not  taking  them  fix)m  the 
ship  in  a  reasonable  time,  although  the  delay  arose  from 
the  necessity  for  an  order  from  the  Treasury  to  land 
those  goods,  which  the  consignee  used  the  utmost  dili- 
gence to  obtain.     Leer  v.  Yates  (i),  Harman  v.  Gonfr 
ddphi  [c)   and   Barrett  v.  Dutton  (d)  are  to  the  same 


(a)  4  Campb.  327. 

(b)  3  Taunt.  387. 


(0  Holt's  N.  P.  a  i5' 
{J)  4Campb.$s3. 

effect 
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effect.  Eight  days  having  been  consumed  at  Hamburgh 
and  eight  at  the  quay  of  WeUs^  the  Plaintiff  will  be 
entitled  to  claim  for  five  days'  demurrage  if  he  only 
add  the  three  days  during  which  part  of  the  cargo  was 
discharged  into  lighters.  But  he  is  also  entitled  to 
daim  for  the  Sunday  during  which  the  ship  was  pro- 
perly stationary ;  for  the  crew  i  ought  not  to  pursue 
their  ordinary  calling  on  a  S{tnday\  Fennell  v.  Rid" 
ler  (a) ;  and  proceeding  up  the  port  was  not  a  work  of 
necessity. 


1881. 


Brxreion 
Chapman. 


WUde  (Jones  Serjt.  was  with  him)  in  support  of  the 
rule.  The  lay  days  are  not  to  be  calculated  till  the  ves- 
sel arrives  at  the  quay  where  she  is  to  unload ;  and  the 
custom  of  the  port  must  be  observed,  unless  the  parties 
expressly  stipulate  to  the  contrary.  In  the  cases  which 
have  been  cited,  the  ship  had  arrived  at  the  place  of 
delivery,  after  which,  any  delay  rests  with  the  shipper. 
If  the  law  were  otherwise,  great  claims  for  demurrage 
would  arise  wherever  the  entrance  of  the  port  is  distant 
from  the  place  of  discharge,  as  at  London^  HuU^  and 
other  places.  The  rule  is  laid  down  in  Abbott  on  Ship- 
pingj  p.  249. :  —  "  The  manner  of  delivering  the  goods, 
and  consequently  the  period  at  which  the  responsibility 
of  the  master  and  owners  will  cease,  depend  upon  the 
custom  of  the  particular  places  and  the  usage  of  parti- 
cular trades.''  As  to  the  claim  for  Sunday,  to  take 
advantage  of  the  tide  is  a  matter  of  necessity ;  but  if  it 
were  otherwise,  there  is  no  reason  why  the  freighter 
should  pay  for  the  piety  of  the  crew. 


TiNDAL  C.  J.     By  the  terms  of  this  charter-party  the 
ship  was  to  arrive  in  the  port  of  fVellSf  or  as  near  thereto 


(a)  5B.WC.  406. 
Pp  8 
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V, 

Chapman. 


as  she  could  safely  get  Fourteen  days  were  allowed 
for  loading  and  unloading.  Eight  of  them  had  been 
consutned  at  Hamburgh^  and  if  we  redcon  from  the 
27th  of  Novembery  when  the  yessel  arrived  at  the  qaay 
for  unloading,  only  six  days  remained,  but  the  Defend- 
ant having  employed  eight,  paid  the  amount  for  two  into 
Court 

The  question,  therefore,  is,  whether  the  lay  days  are 
to  be  reckoned  from  the  time  when  the  vessd  arrives  rt 
the  place  where  it  is  usual  to  unload,  or  from  the  time 
when  she  arrives  at  the  entrance  of  the  port? 

If  the  reckoning  were  to  be  commenced  befi)retlie 
vessel  arrived  at  the  usual  place  of  discharge,  the  inooD- 
venience  would  be  great  in  such  ports  as  Londanj  iriuck 
extends  to  Yantlet  Creek  i  or  HuUj  which  also  extendi 
many  miles.  In  the  cases  which  have  been  referred  to^ 
the  vessel  had  arrived  at  the  usual  place  of  dischaige; 
as  in  Leer  v.  Yates^  the  case  where  the  ship  was  at  the 
Wed  India  docks.  . 

The  construction  which  the  Defendant  has  pot  on 
the  charter-party  is  correct;  and  enough  having  been 
paid  into  Court  to  cover  what  was  due,  the  rule  most 
be  made 

AbfiohHe. 
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1851. 


Abbott  v.  Parsons.  ^  »4- 

n^O  assumpsit  for  work  and  labour  the  Defendant  had  The  Court 

pleaded  a  setoff  for  money  paid  to  the  Plaintiff's  wUl  not  per- 
.  .  .  .        niit  *  party  to 

use,  and  his  particular  of  set-off  contuned  the  following  xnove  for  a 

item :  —  "  Cash  to  Mann  for  flour,  18/.  65."  new  teial  on 

At  the  trial  before  Gaselee  J.  the  evidence  in  support  to  the  wd^- 
of  this  item  was,  that  flour  to  that  amount  had  been  bUity  of  evi- 
fumisfaed  by  Mann  to  the  Plaintiff;  that  Manti,  many  <^e,  unle« 
months  before  the  action,  sent  his  bill  in  to  the  Plainti£^  betakenbefore 
when  the  Plaintifi^'s  wife  complained  to  Mann^  and  told  the  Judge 

him  to  look  to  the  Defendant;  since  which  time  no  ^^""""^^f^^ 

'     ^     ^  aummiDg  up. 

demand  had  been  made  on  the  Plaintiff. 

When  the  Judge  was  summing  up,  and  not  before, 
the  coansel  for  the  Defendant  objected  that  this  evidence 
did  not  support  the  particular  of  set-off.  The  learned 
Judge,  however,  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  Mann 
had  been  paid,  and  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  De- 
fendant. 


StorJcs  Seijt  had  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial 
on  various  objections,  and,  among  others,  that  the 
evidence  did  not  support  the  particular  of  set-off  as  U> 
the  above  item,  being  evidence  rather  of  an  understand- 
ing between  the  parties  than  of  an  actual  payment :  but 
it  appeared  that  if  the  evidence  of  this  set-off  had  been 
properly  admitted,  the  Plaintiff  could  claim  no  more 
than  45.  at  the  hand  of  the  Defendant. 

Wilde  and  Gotdbum  Seijts.,  who  shewed  cause,  con- 
tended that  the  objection  to  the  applicability  of  the 
evidence  should  have  been  made  when  the  witness  was 
in  the  box,  and  was  too  late  when  the  Judge  was  sum- 
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m!ng  up.  If  so^  the  Court  would  not  grant  a  new  trial 
when  so  small  a  sum  was  in  dispute^  even  though  the 
verdict  were  wrong. 

Storks,  in  support  of  his  rule^  urged  that  there  was 
no  evidence  of  money  having  been  paid  to  Mamu 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  It  has  been  objected  on  the  part  of 
the  Plaintiff  that  the  Defendant's  claim  in  respect  of  the 
payment  to  Mann  has  not  been  so  described  in  die 
particular  of  set-off  as  to  entitle  the  Defendant  to  take 
advantage  of  it  under  the  evidence  which  he  has  gifeo* 
But  it  is  of  the  first  importance  to  the  administration  of 
justice  that  objections  of  this  kind  should  be  made  when 
the  evidence  is  offered,  and  that  the  party  should  not  lie 
by  to  speculate  on  the  accidents  of  the  cause.  Here  the 
objection  was  not  taken  till  the  Judge  began  to  som  op 
to  the  jury,  and  the  Plaintiff's  counsel  began  to  feel  the 
effect  of  his  observations.  It  is  clear  from  the  evideooe 
that  Mann  can  make  no  demand  on  the  Plaintiff»  and 
the  cause  ought  not  to  go  down  again. 

Park  J.  The  objection  ought  to  have  been  made 
when  the  witness  was  called  to  prove  the  set>-off,  became 
then  the  evidence  might  have  been  admitted  or  rqected 
as  the  case  required. 

GAS£Lt:£  J.  Under  the  circumstances  it  still  seems 
to  me  that  it  was  properly  left  to  the  jury  to  find  whe- 
ther the  money  had  been  paid  to  Mann  or  not. 

BosANQUET  J.  Before  we  give  effect  to  such  an 
objection,  we  must  see  that  the  party  who  makes  it  is 
strictly  entitled  to  do  so. 

Rule  discharged. 
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PfiESTwicK  and  Another  v.  Marshall.  ^^j  »4. 

PHIS  was  an  action  on  a  bill  of  exchange,  drawn  by  Held,  that  the 
Ij/dia  Bickerstaff^  accepted  by  the  Defendant,  and  ^coveraga^t 
ndoTsed  by  Lydia  to  the  Plaintiffs.  the  acceptor 

Mrs.  Lydia  Bickerstaff  was   a  married  woman  and  ^^  *  ^"^  ^^ 

^t^  •     exchange 

cept  a  school,  at  which  the  Defendant  had  placed  his  dniwn  and 

laughter  Thomasine.    Upon  application  by  Mrs,  Bicker^  indorsed  by 
tqffr*s  husband,  the  Defendant  accepted  this  bill  for  the  ^^,^5^,  ^tl, 
xpense  of  his  daughter's  education.     But  considering  the  consent  of 
bat  his  engagement  was  rather  with  Mrs.  Bickerstaff'  ^^  husband- 
ban  with  her  husband,  he  requested  that  the  bill  might 
le  signed   by  her;  in  compliance  with  that  request, 
Jtbough  the  husband  drew  the  bill,  it  was  signed  and 
ndorsed  by  his  wife  in  his  presence ;  and  the  husband 
ibtalned  the  value  of  the  Plaintiffs,  in  whose  service 
le  was  then  living. 

Upon  a  former  occasion  the  Defendant  had  accepted 
i  bill  drawn  for  a  similar  demand  at  his  request  in  the 
ame  form.  That  bill,  however,  was  indorsed  by  the 
losband.  It  was  objected  that  the  indorsement  of  Mrs^ 
Bickerstaff  would  not  pass  any  property  in  the  bill,  and 
be  verdict  was  found  for  the  Plaintiffs,  with  leave  for  the 
Defekidant  to  move  to  set  it  aside,  and  enter  a  nonsuit  on 
his  ground. 

Cross  Seijt  obtained  a  rule  nisi  accordingly,  relying 
m  Barlcnv  v.  Bishop  (a),  where  it  was  held,  that  though 
I  tidte  were  given  to  a  married  woman,  knowing  her  to 
be  such,  with  intent  that  she  should  mdorse  it  to  the 
Plaintiff  in  payment  of  a  debt  which  she  owed  hitii  (in 

{a)   I  Eajh  434« 

the 
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18S1.       the  course  of  trading  in  her  own  name  by  consent  of 

^-  -  ^     her  husband),  yet  the  property  in  the  note  vested  in 

^,  the  husband  by  delivery  to  the  wife,  and  no  interest 

Marshall,   passed  by  her  indorsement  to   the  Plaintiff:  ndther 

could  the  Plaintiff  recover  upon  the  money  counts  axider 

such  circumstances. 

Andrews  Serjt.  shewed  cause.     In  Barlow  v.  Bukap^ 
tlie  husband's  assent  and  authority  were  wanting :  here 
he  expressly  authorized  the  drawing  and  indorsing  die 
bill ;  and  when  it  was  so  drawn  and  indorsed  at  the  De- 
fendant's request,  he  is  estopped  to  make  the  present 
objection.     In  Cotes  v.  Davis  {a)  it  was  held,  that  if  a 
promissory  note  is  made  payable  to  a  married  womani 
and  she  indorses  for  value  in  her  own  name,  and  the 
maker  afterwards  promises   to   pay   it,    in  an  action 
against  him  by  the  indorsee  it  will  be  presumed  tbat 
the  payee  had  authority  from  her  husband  to  indorse 
the  note  in  that  form,   and  the  indorsement  will  be 
considered  as  vesting  a  legal  right  to  the  note  in  the 
Plaintiff. 

Cross.  Barlow  v.  Bishop  is  in  point.  There  Lord 
Kenyon  said,  *^  It  is  clear  that  the  delivery  of  the  note 
to  the  wife  vested  the  interest  in  her  husband ;  and  u 
he  permitted  her  to  carry  on  trade  on  her  own  account 
and  this  was  a  transaction  in  the  course  of  that  trader 
if  she  had  indorsed  the  note  in  the  name  of  her  husband, 
I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that  that  would  not  have 
availed;  as  many  acts  of  this  nature  may  be  done  fays 
power  of  attorney,  and  the  jury  might  have  presamed 
what  was  necessary  in  favour  of  an  authority  from  Iff 
husband  for  this  purpose.  But  the  indorsement  beoy 
in  her  own  name,  it  is  quite  impossible  to  say  that  sbe 

{a)   I  Campb.^^s, 

coold 
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Id  pass  away  the  interest  of  her  husband  by  it.''    The        1891. 
perty  in  the  bill,  therefore,  has  not  passed  by  the 
^rsement  in  the  name  of  the  wife,  and  if  the  defend- 
were  to  pay,  he  would  be  liable  again  in  an  action    KarsbazX. 
die  suit  of  the  husband.     Without  the  husband's 
iraement  he  could  not  be  discharged. 

!^NDAL  C.  J.  This  case  is  clearly  distinguishable 
II  Barlow  t.  Bishop.  In  that  case  the  party  to  the 
s  was  a  married  woman  carryiog  on  trade  as  a  feme 
! :  the  note  was  given  for  her  benefit ;  and  it  does 
appear  that  the  husband  was  cognizant  of  its  ex- 
Aoe.  Here  the  husband  puts  the  whole  in  motion  at 
outset :  he  calls  on  the  Defendant  for  payment  of  a 
I  due  to  his  wife  for  the  instruction  of  the  Defend- 
B  child,  and  himself  draws  the  bill,  which  is  after- 
da  signed  and  indorsed  by  his  wife.  The  Defendant 
lao  acquainted  with  all  the  circumstances  attending 
billy  for  he  had  before  accepted  a  bill  drawn  in  a 
lar  form  at  his  own  request.  The  husband  then 
s  the  bill  to  the  Plaintiffs,  and  obtains  value  for  it 
mgh  the  indorsement  of  his  wife  made  on  the  bill  in 
presence  and  with  his  assent.  In  Barlaw  v.  Bishop 
d  Kenyon  said,  there  was  not  sufficient  ground  to 
same  that  the  indorsement  was  made  with  the 
tiand's  authority ;  here  it  is  not  necessary  to  presume 
;  ikct,  for  there  is  actual  proof  of  the  husband's 
XMri^ :  proof  enough  to  bring  the  case  within  the 
iskm  in  Cotes  v.  DaviSf  where  the  maker  having 
mised  to  discharge  a  note  indorsed  by  a  feme  covert 
rbom  he  had  made  it  payable,  her  indorsement  was 
1  tx>  vest  a  legal  title  in  the  Plaintiff*;  and  Lord  Etteri'^ 
itigi  said,  *^  After  the  acknowledgments  and  promises 
he  Defendant  in  this  case,  it  may  reasonably  be  pre- 
ted  against  him,  that  Mrs.  Carter  had  authority  from 
husband  to  indorse  the  note  in  question."     Here 

there 
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1831.       there  is  no  necessity  for  presuming  the  husband's  ao- 

Jl      "  "^   '    thority,  of  which  there  is  actual  proof. 
Fjrestwicc  "  * 

I 

Mabshaxx.*  ;  Park  J.  I  do  not  differ  from  the  decision  in  Bariim 
▼•  Bishop  :  but  Lord  Kefiyon  said  in  that  case,  that  acts 
of  this  nature  may  be  done  by  a  power  of  attornqf; 
and  that  if  the  wife  had  indorsed  the  note  in  the  Dame 
of  her  husband,  the  jury  might  have  presumed  whit 
was  necessary  in  favour  of  an  authority  from  her  hw- 
band  for  that  purpq3e.  The  evidence  necessaiy  fcr 
such  a  presumption  is  here;  and  indeed  the  proof  goa 
far  beyond  it,  if  we  consider  the  situation  of  the  piitiK. 
Mrs.  B%ckerst(xff  was  a  schoolmistress,  and  bad  curied 
on  business  in  her  own  name :  she  had  drawn  a  pie- 
vious  bill  in  the  same  form  as  the  present,  becttw 
the  defendant,  as  the  business  was  carried  on  by  her, 
had  imagined  that  course  to  be  necessary  for  his  secu- 
rity :  it  was  at  his  request  that  the  present  bill  was  so 
drawn,  and  with  the  full  knowledge  of  the  hosbaol 
It  is  remarkable  that  in  Cotes  v.  Dams  the  wife  indoned 
the  bill  in  the  name  by  which  she  was  known  to  the 
world;  and  although  in  that  case  there  was  a  subse- 
quent promise.  Lord  EUenborough  refers  to  a  presumed 
authority.  Here  there  was  ample  proof  of  the  authority, 
and  the  verdict  ought  not  to  be  disturbed. 

Gaselee  J.  The  cii'cumstance  that  the  first  bill  was 
indorsed  by  the  husband  does  not  vary  the  case;  for 
we  are  not  informed  of  all  the  circumstances  ntt^i'f 
that  bill,  and  it  might  have  passed  to  a  holder  who 
required  the  husband's  indorsement.  Here  the  bill  m 
drawn  in  a  form  under  which  the  Defendant  had  ac- 
cepted a  former  bill ;  he  insisted  on  the  drawer^s  |Nl^ 
suing  that  form,  and  accepted  the  bill,  knowing  she  had 
a  husband :  that  amounts  to  a  promise  to  pay  a  bill  so 
drawn ;  and  there  is  no  need  for  presuming  autboritfi 

since 
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dnce  there  is  the  express  authority  of  the  Defendant 
that  the  bill  should  be  so  drawn,  and  the  express  autho- 
rity of  the  husband  that  the  Plaintiffs  should  hold  it  so 
drawn. 


56$ 

1831. 
prbstwick 
Marbeall. 


BosANQUET  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion  :  the  in- 
dorsement was  made  by  the  authority  of  the  husband, 
and  consequently  the  property  in  the  bill  passed  to 
the  PlaintifiEs.  In  BarUm  v.  Bishop  there  was  no  evi- 
dence of  the  husband's  authority;  but  Lord  Kenyon 
thought  that  if  the  bill  had  been  indorsed  in  the  hus- 
band's name,  with  his  authority,  it  would  have  been 
soflScient ;  and  in  Cotes  v.  Davis,  although  the  indorse- 
ment was  in  the  name  of  the  wife.  Lord  Ellenborough 
presamed  that  the  husband  had  given  his  authority: 
it  18  true  the  presumption  arose  from  a  subsequent 
promise,  but  it  was  admitted  that  under  the  husband's 
authority  the  property  in  the  bill  would  pass.  Here 
die  authority  does  not  rest  on  presumption,  but  is  esta- 
blished by  direct  proof.  Cotes  v.  Davis,  therefore,  is  an 
authority  expressly  in  point  for  the  Plaintiffs,  and  the 
rule  must  be 

Discharged. 


Hill  v.  Featherstonhaugh. 


Maj%$f 


npHIS  was  an  action  on  an  attorney's  bill.     The  De-  An  attorney 

fendant  having  lent  money  to  one  Taylor,  on  the  cannot  chai^ 
security  of  bank  stock,  and  having  some  suspicion  as  to  ^hich  is  uae- 
the  safety  of  the  security,  employed  the  Plaintiff,  an  lest  towards 

accomplishing 
the  object  his  client  has  in  view,  although  performed  through  inadvertence  or  in« 
eq^ence,  and  not  with  the  design  of  imposing  on  the  client. 

attorney, 
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1881*  attorney,  to  look  into  the  matter.  The  Plaindff  made 
socBie  enquiries,  had  an  interview  with  the  soUciior  of 
the  bank,  copied  some  deeds,  and  put  a  distrwgas  on 
Taylor^s  stock;  for  which  services  he  now  sought  to 
recover  15/. 

At  the  trial  before  Tindal  C.  J.,  Middlesex  nttingi 
after  Easter  term,  the  Plaintiff  proved  the  retainer  bf 
letters  from  the  Defendant,  which  contained  the  foUov- 
ing  passages :  — *  ^  With  respect  to  TayUn^s  bosioes^  I 
must  leave  it  to  your  better  judgment.  Would  it  aot 
be  well  to  see  if  the  stock  be  still  remaining  ?  I  had  so 
idea  but  that  a  distringas  acted  as  a  complete  barrier  to 
any  one's  selling  out :  you  can  lodge  a  fredi  distrbsfjtti 
and  give  them  notice  as  you  proposed." 

—  ^^  From  the  conversation  I  had  with  you  in  tOfa» 
that  it  was  possible  for  a  party  to  sdl  stodc  though  t 
distringas  had  been  lodged,  I  have  been  very  oa- 
comfortable.^ 

On  the  part  of  the  Defendant,  who  paid  iL  into 
Court,  it  was  contended  that  the  business  for  wluch  the 
Plaintiff  sought  to  recover  was  altogether  useless  to  the 
Defendant  and  suggested  to  him  by  the  Plaintiff  meidy 
for  the  purpose  of  making  a  charge;  and  the  solicitor  of 
the  bank  was  called,  who  stated  that  the  distringas  far 
which  the  Plaintiff  had  charged  was,  under  the  dream- 
stances  of  the  case,  unnecessary  for  the  Defendant's 
security. 

The  Chief  Justice  directed  the  jury  to  consider  whe- 
ther the  work  done  was  of  any  use  to  the  Defendant, 
and  whether,  from  the  correspondence  put  in  by  tbe 
Plaintiff,  they  could  infer  that  he  knew  of  a  previov 
distringas,  and  had  advised  a  second. 

A  verdict  having  been  found  for  the  Defendant, 

Cross  Serjt.  moved  for  a  new  trial  on  the  groaod  of 
misdirection.    Aa  attorney  is  entitled  to  charge»  even 

tboogh 
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fliongh  the  work  done  be  useless  to  the  client,  provided  18S1. 
k  be  done  bondjide  according  to  the  best  of  the  attorney's  xj'  *" 
judgment.   ,He  is  responsible  for  gross  negligence,  but  v. 

not  for  a  mistake  in  judgment  Thus,  if  he  be  directed  Feathkr- 
to  make  an  arrest,  and  issues  a  writ  into  one  county, 
supposing  the  debtor  to  be  there,  but  it  turns  out  that 
ibe  debtor  is  in  another,  the  client  must  bear  the  ex- 
pense of  the  proceeding.  The  attorney  is  no  more 
IkUe  than  a  regular  medical  practitioner  who  fails  in  an 
operation. 

Admitting,  however,  that  the  Plaintiff  is  precluded 
firom  charging,  if  a  distringas  had  been  previously  issued, 
there  was  no  evidence  here  that  such  was  the  case.  The 
writ  itself  ought  to  have  been  produced,  that  the  Judge 
Bigfat  have  decided  on  its  effect;  and  its  existence 
ouj^t  not  to  have  been  assumed  from  an  obscure  ex- 
pnssion  in  a  letter  from  the  Defendant  himself,  whose 
depended  upon  the  proof. 


TiMDAL  C.  J.  In  this  case  I  left  it  to  the  jury  Co 
ODQsider,  whether  the  business  which  had  been  done 
was  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  the  client,  or  useless 
and  unnecessary:  and  whether  the  Plaintiff  knew  of 
the  first  distringas^  and  had  advised  a  second.  Two 
^iigections  have  been  made  to  that  direction  :  first,  that 
ibe  utility  of  the  business  to  the  client  was  too  narrow 
A  ground  on  which  to  rest  the  Plaintiff's  dharge; 
secondly,  that  a  distringas  having  been  spoken  o^  the 
Judge  ought  to  have  required  the  production  of  it  in 
order  to  determine  its  effect,  and  not  to  have  assumed  its 
ciustence  from  an  expression  in  the  Defendant's  letter. 

As  to  the  first  point,  the  question  was  left  in  the  ordi- 
nary way  in  all  actions  for  work  and  labour,  namely, 
whether  the  labour  has  been  of  any  service  to  the  party 
diarged.  I  have  always  thought  that  if  an  attorney, 
through  inadvertence  or  inexperience,  —  for  I  impute 

no 
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1831.  no  improper  motive  to  the  Plaintiff  —  incurs  trouble 

Hill  ^^icb  is  useless  to  his  client,  be  cannot  make  it  a  sub- 

01.  ject  of  remuneration,  the  meaning  of  which  is,  a  reward 

Feathbr^  for  useful  labour.    If  a  sureeon  were  to  make  his  pitieDt 

8T0NHAUQH*  - 

undergo  an  unnecessary  operation,  or  a  course  of  medi- 
cine which  plainly  could  be  of  no  service^  he  could  not 
make  it  a  subject  of  charge.  If  we  pass  from  proief- 
sions  to  trade,  could  a  bricklayer,  who  had  jdaoed  t 
wall  in  such  a  position  as  to  be  liable  to  fall,  cbaige  hii 
employer  for  such  an  erection  ?  In  order  to  app(N>- 
tion  payment,  we  must  examine  how  the  woiL  Iw 
answered. 

Upon  the  second  point,  I  agree,  that  if  nothii^  hid 
passed  between  the  parties  on  the  subject,  the  Coort 
could  not  have  proceeded  without  seeing  the  distriigas. 
But  upon  the  correspondence  it  was  plain  the  partia 
were  adverting  to  a  former  distringas^  and  it  seemed 
clear  to  me  that  the  PlainUfFhad  acted  with  fiill  know- 
ledge of  that  circumstance ;  and  I  left  it  to  the  jnryi 
upon  the  correspondence  put  in  by  the  Plidntiff  lumfel( 
whether  or  not  they  would  infer  that  the  Plaintiff  bid 
advised  the  second  distringas^  and  was  aware  of  thefint 
Then  comes  the  question,  whether  the  second  distrh^ 
was  of  any  use.  The  solicitor  to  the  bank  gave  eti- 
dence  that  it  was  unnecessary ;  and  it  was  for  the  jmyto 
say  from  that,  whether  it  was  useless  to  the  DefendiDt^ 
and  whether  the  Plaintiff  knew  it  to  be  so,  when  it  ap- 
peared from  the  correspondence  that  he  had  seen  the 
solicitor  of  the  bank  before  he  proceeded. 

Gaselee  J.  There  is  no  ground  for  complaining  of 
the  mode  in  which  this  was  left  to  the  jury.  When  a 
client  employs  an  attorney,  he  relies  on  the  jadgmeatcf 
the  attorney,  and  is  entitled  to  expect  the  exerctie  of 
competent  skill ;  but  the  attorney  has  not  an  uDlimited 
discretion,  and  is  not  to  pursue  a  course  which  will  be 

manifestly 
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manifestly  useless  to  his  employer.     The  question  here  18S1. 

was,   whether   the   business    done   was    necessary   for  hiVl 

accomplishing  the  object  which  the  Defendant  had  in  v. 

▼lew  when  he  retained  the  Plaintiff?    That  was  a  ques-  Feather- 
tion  which  it  was  proper  to  leave  to  the  jury,  and  there 
seems  to  be  no  reason  for  impeaching  their  decision. 

BosANQUET  J.  The  sum  sought  to  be  recovered 
being  under  20/.  there  can  be  no  new  trial,  unless  there 
has  been  a  misdirection  of  the  jury,  and  I  am  of  opinion 
the  direction  was  right;  for  when  a  party  employs  a 
professional  person,  he  proposes  to  profit  by  the  exer- 
cise of  his  agent's  skill ;  and  it  is  a  proper  question  for 
the  jury,  whether  what  has  been  done  was  necessary  for 
tbe  object  the  employer  had  in  view.  With  respect  to 
ibe  alleged  insufficiency  of  proof,  the  existence  of  the 
first  distringas  is  inferred  from  letters  given  in  evidence 
by  the  Plaintiff,  and  he  cannot  complain  that  the 
Defendant  makes  use  of  documents  produced  by  hia 
opponent. 

Aldxrson  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  let^ 
ters  produced  by  the  Plaintiff  shew,  that  the  only  ques- 
timi  between  the  parties  was,  not  as  to  the  existence, 
bat  the  efiect  of  the  distringas.  It  seems  that  the  Plain- 
tiff was  wrong  in  supposing  that  further  steps  were 
necessary  for  his  client  In  Duncan  v.  BlundeU{a\ 
Btn/ley  J.  says,  —  "  Where  a  person  is  employed  in  a 
work  of  skill,  the  employer  buys  both  his  labour  and 
his  judgment:  he  ought  not  to  undertake  the  work 
if  it  cannot  succeed,  and  he  should  know  whether  it 
wfll  or  not''  There  are  two  cases  in  which  a  party 
is  precluded  from  recovering  for  work  and  labour;  one, 

[a)  s  Stari.  N.  P.  C.  6. 
VoL.Vn.  Qq  where 
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18S1. 


Hill 

FeATH£R- 
STOMBAUGH. 


ivhere  work,  which  is  usefulp  has  been  performed  umkit 
fully;  the  other,  where  work,  which  is  useless  for  the 
object  in  view,  has  been  performed  even  skilfiilly.  In 
the  case  of  a  medical  man,  if  an  operation,  which  wu^ 
have  been  useful,  has  merely  failed  in  the  event,  he  it 
nevertheless  entitled  to  charge;  but  if  it  oouki  hate 
been  useful  in  no  event,  he  would  have  no  claim  on  the 
patient. 

Rulervfoied. 


Maj  %s» 


Fairmaner  V.  BUDD. 


PlaindTs  wit-  HPHE  Pluntiff  declared,  that  m  My  1880  a  mare  of 
^^h^^lff  ^^^  Defendant's  had  been  standing  at  certain  stable! 

bargained  to  kept  by  one  Osborne^  and  had  been  there  seen  by  the 
give  Plaintiff 'a  plaintiff;  and  that  on  the  9d  of  August  f<dlowiii&  in 
fendant's  mare  consideration  that  the  Plaintiff,  at  the  special  instaiice 
and  lo/. ;  and  and  request  of  the  Defendant,  would  deliver  to  the  De- 

that  Plaintirs  fenj^nt  a  horse  of  the  Plaintiff  in  exchame  for  Ac  siid 
colt  was  not  ^» 

warranted.       mare  of  the  Defendant,  together  with  the  sum  of  l<tf»  to 
Defendant's  b^  paid  by  the  Defendant  to  the  Plaintiff  the  Defiiodnt 

servant  uro*  ^.^ 

duced  a  re-  undertook  and  promised  the  Plaintiff,  that  the  Defaiid- 
ceipt  as  fol-      ant's  mare  was  as  fresh  as  when  she  was  at  OAom^ 

except  that  she  might  have  a  little  more  flesh,  hatnig 
been  turned  out  to  grass,  and  in  as  good  conditioa  as 
when  Plaintiff  saw  her  at  Osbome^Sf  and  sound.    Aver* 


lowsy  which 
he  had  drawn 
up  when  he 
paid  the  loA, 


after  the  har-    Dient,  that  the  Plaintiff  delivered  his  horse  in  exdiange 

gain:  for  the  said  mare  and  10/.,  and  took  the  mare  into  hit 

.  for^'   It  P^'ss^s^^^  ^^^  ^  ^^^  ^  accept  her»    Breadi,  that  iht 

warranted  sound,"  This  receipt  was  signed  by  the  PIaintiff»  an  iUiterate  man:  HMr 
that  the  receipt  was  not  conclusive ;  and  that  it  was  properly  left  to  the  jury  to  M 
whether  the  warranty  of  the  colt  formed  any  part  of  the  bai^gain^  or  was  inserted  ia 
the  receipt  without  authority,  by  an  after-thought  of  the  Defendant's  servant. 

mire 
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mare  was  weak  and  emaciated,  and  sorely  diseased  with 
the  mange  and  divers  other  diseases,  and  in  much  worse 
condition  that  when  Plaintiff  saw  her  at  Osbome*Sf  and 
altogether  unsound. 

At  the  trial  before  Tindal  C.  J.,  Middlesex  sittings 
after  Easter  term,  the  Plaintiff's  witnesses  deposed  to 
the  warranty  of  the  Defendant,  and  to  the  unsoundness 
of  the  mare ;  and  they  denied  that  the  Plaintiff  had 
warranted  the  horse  which  was  sent  to  the  Defendant  in 
lieu  of  the  mare. 

It  appeared,  however,  that  some  hours  after  the  bar* 
gain,  the  Defendant's  coachman  being  sent  with  the  lOL 
which  the  Plamtiff  was  to  receive  in  addition  to  the 
Defendant's  mare,  met  the  Plaintiff  at  a  public^house, 
where  the  landlord  wrote  out  the  following  receipt,  which 
the  Plaintiff  signed  with  his  mark:  — 

'<  Received  of  Mr.  Budd^  August  4.  1830,  107.  for 
a  grey  four  year  old  colt,  warranted  sound  in  every 


n 


The  Defendant's  witnesses  denied  the  unsoundness  of 
the  mare,  and  alleged,  that  the  colt  was  only  three  years 
old,  and  of  little  value. 

The  Defendant's  counsel  objected,  that  the  contract 
was  misdescribed  in  the  declaration ;  for,  according  to 
the  Plaintiff's  receipt,  it  turned  out  to  be  a  contract  to 
sell  a  four  year  old  colt,  warranted  sound,  for  a  mare 
and  10/.,  whereas  the  declaration  represented  it  to  be 
an  exchange  of  a  horse,  not  warranted  sound,  for  a  mare 
and  10/.;  therefore,  the  entire  consideration  for  the 
Defendant's  promise  was  not  stated  as  it  ought  to  have 
been :  Clarke  v.  Gray  {a) :  upon  which, 

The  Chief  Justice  left  it  to  the  jury  to  find,  whether 
tlie  Plaintiff  had  warranted  the  colt  at  the  time  of  the 
baigain,  or  whether  the  warranty  had  been  foisted  into 


{a)  SBojtfS^Z' 
Qq  2 


1831. 


Faibmanbr 

V, 
BUDD. 


the 
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1831.       the  receipt  by  an  after-thought  of  the  Defendants  coacb- 

„~  "  man :  and  the  jury  beintr  of  opinion  that  the  latter  was 

Fairmaner  '  J    J         b         r        ^    ^ 

V.  the  case,  found  a  verdict  for  the  PlaindflP. 

BUDD. 

Spankte  Serjt.  now  moved  to  set  aside  the  verdict,  on 
the  objection  urged  at  the  trial,  and  on  the  ground  of  a 
misdirection.  The  receipt  was  conclusive  to  shew  what 
the  contract  was  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff;  and  die 
jury  ought  not  to  have  been  permitted  to  consider  parol 
evidence  conflicting  with  it,  unless  upon  the  ground  of 
fraud,  which  was  not  suggested. 

Tim  DAL  C.  J.     We  have  no  wish  to  impugn  the  rule 
that  it  is  necessary  to  state  in  the  declaration  the  whole 
consideration  ibr  the  Defendant's  promise;  for  unless 
the  whole  be  stated,  it  is  not  the  contract  between  the 
parties.     The  question,  therefore,  is,  whether  the  whole 
has  been  stated  here?    On  the  Sd  of  August  the  parties 
met  to  negotiate  the  exchange  of  a  colt  of  the  Phdntiff 
for  a  mare  of  the  Defendant  and    10/.,  provided  the 
mare  were  in  as  good  a  condition  as  when  the  Plaintiff 
saw  her  at  Osbom^s  stables.    There  was  no  proof  of 
any  warranty  of  the  Plaintifi*'s  colt  upon  that  occasion. 
Some  time  after  the  bargain  had  been  concluded,  die 
Defendant's  coachman,  at  a  public-house,  upon  paying 
the  Plaintiff  the  10/.  agreed  on,  caused  a  recdpttobe 
drawn  up  in  a  certain  form,  which  the  Plaintiff  an  illi- 
terate man,  signed  with  his  mark ;  and  the  question  is^ 
whether  that  receipt  was  drawn  up  according  to  the 
real  contract  between  the  parties?    The  rest  of  the  cfi- 
dence  in  the  cause  being  at  variance  with  such  a  suppo- 
sition, it  could  only  be  left  to  the  jury  to  find  whether 
what  the  witnesses  said  was  true,  and  the  form  of  the 
receipt  an  after-thought  of  the  coachman :  they  consi- 
dered it  an  after-thought,  and  I  see  no  reason  for  dis- 
turbing the  verdict. 

Gaseld 
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■ 

Gaselee  J.    It  was  properly  left  to  the  jury  to  de-        1831. 
termine  what  the  contract  was.    It  is  admitted  that  they    2      ^ 

FA.IRMAMER, 

might  enquire  whether  the  warranty  was  inserted  in  the  ^ 

receipt  by  fraud;  and  as  the  terms  of  the  receipt  are        Budd.. 
nothing  like  the  terms  of  the  contract  proved,  it  was  for 
them  to  say  whether  they  could  attach  any  credit  to  it 
at  all. 

BosANQUET  J.  No  doubt  the  whole  consideration 
fer  the  Defendant's  promise  ought  to  be  stated,  and  it 
may  be  conceded  the  receipt  was  some  evidence  of  the 
transaction  between  the  parties;  but  it  was  not  con- 
clusive evidence :  and  it  was  for  the  jury  to  find  what  the 
contract  was. 

Alderson  J.  concurring,  the  rule  was 

Refused. 


Reed  and  Others  v.  Wilmot  and  Another.         May  a6. 

TN  January  1830  one  Hanent,  a  trader,  by  deed  as-  Upon  a  mort- 

signed  to  the   Plaintiffs   Reed^  AUen,   and  Botoier^  gage  to  IL,^^ 
^  and  ^.  as  a 

three  of  his  creditors,  certain  lighters,  as  a  security  for  security  for 

865/.  due  from  him   to  them.     By  the  deed  it  was  365^-d««frwn 

stipulated  that  Hement  should  retain  possession  of  the  ^^  other  timi ' 

lighters  till  the  July  following,  when,  in  default  of  pay-  being  specified 

ment,  the  mortgagees  were  to  take  possession.  ^  w*^^  * 

The  sum  of  365/.  was  made  up  of  three  separate  jj^admalonm 

debts:   225/.  due  to  Reed;    88/.  125.   to  Aden;    and  stamp  was 

• «  sufficient,  al« 

512.  85.  to  Bower.    This  fact  appeared  upon  evidence  though  the 

365/i  was 
made  up  of  three  separate  debts  due  to  IL,  A*9  and  jB»  •everally« 

Q  q  S  produced 


578  CASES  IN  TRINITY  TERM 

1831.  produced  by  the  Plaintiffi  to  prove  the  oonsideration  of 
the  deed,  and  was  not  in  any  way  apparent  from  the 
terms  of  the  conveyance,  which  was  made  to  Beed, 
AUetij  and  Batver  jointly.  The  aggregate  sam  was  the 
only  sum  specified. 

Besides  this,  certain  copyhold  property  of  Hemmfs 
was  mortgaged  to  them  at  the  same  time  by  a  deed  of 
surrender  out  of  court,  as  a  further  security  for  the  same 
aggregate  sum. 

The  deed  of  assignment  of  the  lighters,  whidi  re- 
ferred to  the  deed  of  surrender,  was  stamped  with  to 
ordinary  deed  stamp ;  the  surrender  of  the  copyhold 
with  an  ad  valorem  stamp  of  4/. 

Hement  having  become  bankrupt,  the  Defendants,  Ins 
assignees,  sold  the  lighters,  and  the  Plaintiffs  sought  to 
recover  the  proceeds  by  an  acUon  of  monqr  bad  and 
received. 

At  the  trial  before  Alderson  J.,  last  Norttangfion 
assizes,  it  was  objected,  that  as  the  deed  secured  the 
debts  of  three  persons,  the  ad  valorem  du^  ought  to 
have  been  charged  in  respect  of  each  separate  debt, 
which  would  have  made  it  amount  to  6/«  instead  of  4^ 
The  verdict  was  taken  for  the  Plaintiff,  with  leave  for 
the  Defendants  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit  on  thit 
objection. 

Wilde  Serjt.  moved  accordingly.  By  the  stamp  act 
55  G.  S.  C.184.  scheduUj  part  1.,  the  duty  on  any  mori* 
gage  exceeding  200/.,  and  not  exceeding  SOOA,  b  82.; 
exceeding  50/.,  and  not  exceeding  100/.,  iLlOs.  ^  And 
in  case  the  same  shall  be  made  as  a  securi^  for  the 
payment  or  transfer  to  different  persons  of  s^Mirate  and 
distinct  sums  of  money,  or  shares  in  any  of  the  said 
stocks  or  funds,  the  said  ad  valorem  duty  shall  be  charged 
for  and  in  respect  of  each  separate  and  distinct  sum  of 

money, 


^ 
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money,  or  share  in  any  of  the  said  stocks  or  funds       18S1. 
therein  specified  and  secured,  and  not  upon  the  aggre-        _' 
gate    amount  thereof/*     Although  one  sum  only  is  v. 

tpedSedf  this  deed  is  a  security  for  three  separate  sums  Wilmot. 
due  to  three  separate  creditors;  and  as  each  has  the 
benefit  of  the  security,  the  ad  valorem  duty  ought  to 
have  been  charged  in  respect  of  each  separate  debt; 
otherwise  a  ready  mode  is  presented  for  eluding  the 
statute  and  defrauding  the  revenue,  by  making  a  mort- 
gage to  a  trustee  for  the  aggregate  amount  of  the  debts 
of  any  number  of  creditors.  The  act,  therefore,  must 
be  read  as  if  there  were  a  comma  after  tnoruj/f  and  after 
secured  J  and  specified  and  secured  must  apply  only  to 
the  antecedents,  stocks  and  Junds. 

At  all  events,  the  ad  valorem  stamp  on  the  whole  mort^ 
gage  being  on  the  copyhold  deed  is  without  efiect;  for  it 
is  provided  that  '^  where  several  distinct  deeds  or  instru- 
ments fidling  within  the  description  of  any  of  the  instru- 
ments hereby  charged  with  the  ad  valorem  duty  on 
mortgages  and  wadsets  shall  be  made  at  the  same  time. 
Sot  securing  the  payment  of  one  and  the  same  sum  of 
money,  or  one  and  the  same  share  of  any  of  the  stocks 
or  fimds  before  mentioned,  the  said  ad  valorem  duty,  if 
exceeding  2/.,  shall  be  charged  only  on  one  of  such  deeds 
or  instruments ;  and  all  the  rest  shall  be  charged  with  the 
duty  to  which  the  same  may  be  liable  under  any  more 
general  description  of  such  deeds  or  instruments  con- 
tained in  this  schedule ;  and  if  required  for  the  sake  of 
evidence,  all  the  rest  of  such  deeds  or  instruments  shall 
be  also  stamped  with  some  particular  stamp  for  denoting 
or  testifying  the  payment  of  the  said  ad  valorem  duty  on 
all  the  said  deeds  or  instruments  being  produced  duly 
stamped  with  the  duties  hereby  charged  thereon. 

<*  And  where  any  copyhold  or  customary  lands  or 
hereditaments  shall  be  mortgaged  by  means  of  a  con- 

Q  q  i  ditional 
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18S1.       ditional  surrender  or  grant,  the  said  ad  valorem  duty 
^^^*^     shall  be  charged  on  the  surrender  or  grant,  or  the 
V  memorandum  thereof,  if  made  out  of  court,  or  on  the 

WiLMOT.  copy  of  court  roll  of  the  surrender  or  grant,  if  made  in 
Court.  And  where  any  copyhold  or  customary  Lmds 
or  hereditaments  shall  be  mortgaged  or  charged,  toge- 
ther with  other  property,  for  securing  one  and  the  same 
sum  of  money,  or  one  and  the  same  share  of  any  of  the 
stocks  or  funds  before  mentioned,  the  said  ad  vahrm 
duty  shall  be  charged  on  the  deed  or  instrument  relat- 
ing to  the  other  property.*' 

Then,  the  mortgagee  never  having  taken  possessioo 
of  the  lighters,  no  property  passed.  In  a  mortgage  of 
personal  property  delivery  is  essential  to  the  transfer- 
Ifyall  V.  Bolle.  {a) 

The  Plaintifis,  therefore^  must  be  nonsuited. 
A  rule  nisi  having  been  granted. 

Storks  Seijt  shewed  cause.  A  single  stamp  is  suffi- 
cient; only  one  sum  being  specified  in  tlie  deed,  and 
the  contributors  having  the  benefit  of  only  one  secori^. 
They  have  no  separate  remedy ;  and  it  is  only  where 
the  parties  to  a  mortgage  have  separate  remedies  diat 
the  legislature  proposed  to  exact  separate  stamps.  The 
consideration  expressed  in  the  deed  is  single^  and  it 
is  not  to  be  impeached  by  parol  evidence.  Bakri. 
Dewey,  (b) 

The  objection  that  the  ad  valorem  stamp  is  placed  on 
the  wrong  deed  was  not  taken  at  the  trial,  and  therefore 
cannot  be  entertained  now. 

A  mortgage  of  personal  property  is  valid  without 
delivery,  provided  the  mortgagor's  possession  be  ooih 
sistent  with  the  deed.     In  Edwards  v.  Harben  {e)  it 


(a)  X  Atk.  X65.  {b)  tB.bfC.  704.  (c)  %T.JL  sth  ' 

laid 


) 
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laid  down  as  a  general  rule  in  the  transfer  of  chattels  1831. 
that  the  possession  must  consist  with  the  deed ;  there- 
fore where  the  conveyance  was  absolute,  the  possession 
must  be  delivered  immediately ;  where  it  was  conditional, 
it  would  not  be  rendered  void  by  the  vendor's  continuing 
in  possession  till  the  condition  should  be  performed. 

Wilde  and  Bussett  Seijts.  were  heard  in  support  of  the 
rule. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  On  the  trial  of  this  cause  the  Plaintiffs 
produced  in  evidence  a  deed  purporting  to  be  a  mort- 
gage of  personal  property,  including  certain  barges  or 
lighters,  when  it  was  objected  that  the  deed  was  not 
properly  stamped,  having  only  a  common  deed  stamp, 
instead  of  an  ad  valorem  stamp,  which  the  law  requires 
CD  such  a  transaction ;  to  which  it  was  answered,  that 
the  deed  referred  to  another,  a  conveyance  of  copyhold 
property  by  surrender  out  of  court,  as  part  of  the 
Mcurity  for  the  sum  advanced,  and  that  the  ad  valorem 
stamp  in  respect  of  the  whole  sum  was  attached  to  that 
deed  of  surrender. 

It  was  then  objected  that  a  single  ad  valorem  stamp 
was  insufficient,  because  the  object  of  the  deed  was  to 
•ecore  the  repayment  of  365/.  to  three  different  creditors 
ia  distinct  rights,  and  there  should  have  been  an  ad 
valorem  stamp  in  respect  of  each  distinct  debt.  A 
verdict  was  found  for  the  Plaintiffs,  subject  to  the 
opinion  of  the  Court  upon  this  objection  to  the  stamp. 
The  question  depends  on  the  language  of  55  6. 3..  c.  184., 
schedule^  —  '^  In  case  the  deed  shall  be  made  as  a  s&- 
cari^  for  the  payment  or  transfer  to  difierent  persons, 
of  separate  and  distinct  sums  of  money,  or  shares  in  the 
said  stocks  or  funds,  the  said  ad  valorem  duty  shall  be 
charged  for  and  in  respect  of  each  separate  and  distinct 

sum 
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1831.  8uin  of  money,  or  share  in  any  of  the  said  slodu  or 
funds  therein  specified  and  secured,  and  not  upon  the 
aggr^;ate  amount  thereof." 

It  is  contended,  that  on  this  deed  there  are  Aree 
separate  creditors,  and  that  several  stamps  on  the  separate 
amounts  of  their  respective  debts  would  cany  the  som 
to  a  greater  amount  than  4/L 

That  objection,  however,  cannot  prevaiL  For, 
cording  to  the  act,  in  order  to  justify  a  stamp  &r 
of  the  separate  debts,  it  should  appear  by  the  deed  dMtf 
it  was  given  as  a  security  for  the  payment  of  sqwite 
and  distinct  sums.  But  this  deed  is  a  security  far  s 
single  sum  of  $65L ;  and  if  it  had  been  taken  to  the  stamp 
office,  it  is  not  easy  to  see  how  a  stamp  could  have  beat 
affixed  on  it  higher  than  the  ad  valorem  upcm  the  single 
gross  sum  specified,  since  the  only  criterion  or  test  bj 
which  diey  could  estimate  the  charge  would  be  the  son 
specified  in  the  deed.  Nor  does  the  case  fiiU  witbin  the 
reason  of  the  statute^  the  object  of  which  was  to  obcam 
a  separate  stamp  for  each  sq)arate  security:  but  die 
three  creditors  here  have  not  the  benefit  of  a  sepante 
security.  If  either  of  them  died  his  rqpretentatifei 
could  only  proceed  in  the  name  of  the  survivor,  and 
must  resort  to  a  court  of  equity  to  compel  him,  if  afr 
consulting.  The  stamp  act,  as  a  revenue  law,  is  to  be 
construed  strictly  with  reference  to  the  rights  of  the 
subject. 

It  has  been  urged  in  reply,  however,  that  the  ai 
tkdorem  stamp,  if  sufficient,  has  been  affixed  to  diewroog 
deed ;  for  the  act  says,  '^  And  where  any  copyhold  or 
customary  lands  or  hereditaments  shall  be  moxtgngd 
or  chained,  together  with  other  property,  for  secoriag 
one  and  the  same  sum  of  money,  or  one  and  the  same 
share  of  any  of  the  stocks  or  funds  before  mentioiie4 
die  said  ad  valorem  duty  shall  be  diarged  on  the  deed 

or 
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or  instrament  relating  to  the  other  property;"  and  we  18S1. 
cannot  so  read  this  clause  as  to  relieve  the  party  from 
the  difficulty.  The  first  objection  is,  that  the  stamp 
on  the  deed  produced  is  not  of  sufficient  amount;  to 
which  it  is  answered,  that  a  stamp  of  sufficient  amount 
will  be  found  on  a  deed  referred  to ;  but  when  the  deed 
rderred  to  is  produced,  the  Court  cannot  avoid  perceiv- 
ing that  it  is  not  the  deed  on  which,  according  to  the 
provisions  of  the  act,  the  stamp  ought  to  have  been 
affixed.  It  is  true,  this  point  was  not  expressly  taken 
at  the  trial ;  but  when  a  stamp  objection  is  made  at  Nisi 
PriuSf  the  Couit  is  not  bound  to  enter  immediately  into 
all  the  minute  provisions  of  the  stamp  act.  The  justice 
of  the  case  is,  that  the  cause  should  go  to  a  new  trial 
upon  payment  of  costs  by  the  Plaintifis. 

Park  J.  gave  no  opinion  on  the  stamp,  having  been 
absent  during  the  discussion ;  but,  as  to  the  other  point, 
observed,  that  the  case  of  Edwards  v.  Harden  had  never 
been  doubted.  In  that  case  Btdler  J.  said,  ^'  So  long 
itgo  as  in  the  case  in  Buktrode^  the  Court  held,  that  an 
tdmobde  conveyance^  or  gift  of  a  lease  for  years,  unat- 
tended with  possession,  was  fraudulent ;  but  if  the  deed 
or  conveyance  be  conditional^  there  the  vendor's  con- 
tinning  in  possession  does  not  avoid  it,  because,  by  the 
terms  of  the  conveyance,  the  vendee  is  not  to  have  the 
possession  till  he  has  performed  the  condition.''  That 
exaetly  corresponded  with  the  circumstances  of  the  pre- 
sent case.  The  lighters  were  to  be  given  up  in  the 
month  of  July  following  the  deed,  if  the  money  advanced 
had  not  been  repaid;  that  circumstance  shewed  there 
was  no  fraud  in  the  transaction. 

Gaselee  J.  The  objection,  that  three  persons  wiih 
distinct  debts  ought  not  to  have  a  security  under  a 

single 
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was  not  distinctly  presented  to  the  Judge  at  the  trial,        I8S1. 
I  agree  that  the  rule  should  be  for  a  new  trial,  and  not 
for  a  nonsuit.      Upon  the  validity  of  the  mortgage, 
Edttards  v.  Harden  is  a  leading  case,  and  consistent 
with  all  the  principles  of  law. 

Rule  absolute  for  a  new  trial. 


Bates  v.  Sturgess.  Maj  %6. 

nnHIS  was  an  action  by  an  assignee  of  a  bankrupt  A  second  at- 

against  the  messenger  to  recover  a  penalty  for  not  "K"^»  ^'*/^ 
^  ^  ^  ^  .    .  continues  by 

paying  over  sums  received  under  the  commission.  suggestion  on 

The  action  had  been  commenced  by  a  former  assignee,  ^f  record  a 
and  upon  his  death  had  been  continued  under  a  sug«  menced  by  hit 
gestion  upon  the  record  by  the  Plaintiff  as  his  successor,  predecessor, 
by  virtue  of  the  sixty-seventh  section  of  6  G.  4-.  c.  1 6.,  ^  ^^ 
which  enacts,  that  **  whenever  an  assignee  shall  die,  or  c.  x6.  recover 
a  new  assignee  or  assignees  shall  be  chosen  as  aforesaid,  *  penalty  *• 
no  action  at  law  or  suit  in  equity  shall  be  thereby  abated,  predecessor. 
but  the  Court  in  which  any  action  or  suit  is  depending 
may,  upon  the  suggestion  of  such  death  or  removal  and 
new  choice,  allow  the  name  of  the  surviving  or  new 
assignee  or  assignees  to  be  substituted  in  the  place  of 
the  former;  and  such  action  or  suit  shall  be  prosecuted 
in  the  name  or  names  of  the  said  surviving  or  new 
assignee  or  assignees,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  he  or 
they  had  originally  commenced  the  same." 

At  the  trial  it  did  not  become  necessary  for  the  Plain- 
tiff to  produce  the  proceedings  under  the  commission, 
evidence  of  his  title  to  sue  appearing  aliunde  /  it  did  not 
appear,  therefore,  whether  the  assignment  had  been  en- 
tered of  record  or  not 

A  ver- 
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1881.  A  verdict  having  been  found  for  the  Fhuntiffi 

Andrem  Seijt  moved  to  set  it  aside^  cm  the  ground 
that  the  Plaintiff  should  have  established  his  tide  to  sue^ 
by  shewing  that  the  assignment  had  been  recorded  pur- 
suant to  5. 96.  6  G.  4.  c.l6.\  {Tindal  C.  J.  It  was  not 
necessary  for  the  Plaintiff  to  produce  the  assignment; 
the  objection  is  answerd  by  proof  aliunde  \]  and^  se- 
condly, that  the  sixty-seventh  section,  which  enables! 
succeeding  assignee  to  continue  a  suit,  ought  not  to  be 
deemed  to  extend  to  an  action  for  a  penalty.  If  tbe 
Court  had  been  apprised  of  the  nature  of  the  action  th^ 
would  not  have  allowed  the  suggestion  to  be  entered. 

Tindal  C.  J.  This  depends  upon  the  language  of 
the  six^-seventh  section  of  6  6. 4.  c.  16.  Nothing  can 
be  more  large  or  comprehensive  than  the  language  of 
that  section;  it  conveys  every  right  to  the  new  as8^;iiee, 
for  he  is  to  sue  in  the  same  manner  as  if  he  had  origi- 
nally commenced  the  action ;  and  there  is  no  ground 
for  the  distinction  which  has  been  attempted ;  for  the 
100th  section  enacts,  that  ^^  all  sums  of  money  for^ted 
under  this  act^  or  by  virtue  of  any  conviction  for  perjoiy 
committed  in  any  oath  hereby  directed  or  authorised^ 
maybe  sued  for  by  the  assignees  in  any  of  his  Majes^i 
courts  of  record;  and  the  money  so  recovered  (the 
charges  of  suit  being  deducted)  shall  be  divided  among 
the  creditors."  If  the  money  recovered  is  to  be  distri- 
buted in  the  same  way  as  the  assets  of  the  bankrupt^ 
the  succeedmg  assignee  must  be  the  party  to  make  ^ 
distribution,  and,  consequently,  to  recover  it  for  that 
purpose. 

Park  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion :  the  Flaiotiff 
was  not  bound  to  put  in  the  proceedings  under  the  com- 
mission if  he  could  prove  his  case  aliunde.    As  to  tbe 

other 
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other  objection,  if  there  were  any  ground  for  it,  the  1831. 

proper  course  would  have  been  to  have  moved  to  rescind         '  ^  ' 

•         J      -      t  ,  Bates 

the  order  for  the  suggestion  on  the  record. 


Stuhobs. 


Gaselee  J.  concurred. 

BosANQUET  J.  The  objection  on  the  ninety-sixth 
section  can  only  arise  where  it  becomes  necessary  for 
the  Plaintiff  to  produce  the  proceedings  under  the  com- 
mission.  As  to  the  penalty,  the  whole  of  thb  was  to  be 
distributed  among  the  creditors;  and  there  does  not 
seem  to  be  any  reason  for  distinguishing  it  from  other 


Rule  refused. 


Haynes  v.  Hollidat.  MiJ  »^ 

THE  Defendant,  owner  of  a  vessel  about  to  sail  for  Defendant 
1      r.  -r^ .  1  .  1  !•      agreed  to  ccaa* 

the  Swan  Rtver,  agreed  in  writing  to  take  out  tor  y^  ^  i^^^^ 

the  Plaintiff  a  boat,  not  exceeding  thirty  feet  in  length,  kit  »hip  i  boat 

and  ten  and  a  half  in  beam.    The  Plaintiff  paid  his  ^?i^%^°; 

moneyy  and  presented  his  boat,  which  was  within  the  dimendont. 

stipulated  dimensions,   but  constructed  with  a  deck,  ^^""j!^?^^ 

being  one  of  the  sailing  craft  well  known  in  the  river  boat,  within 

Thames  by  the  name  of  hatch-boats.     The  Defendant  ^^e  mzt  agreed 

on " 
refused  to  take  the  boat  unless  the  Plaintiff  removed  its      ^i^  ^^^^ 

deck,  or  permitted  it  to  be  removed  by  the  Defendant's  eridence  waa 

carpenter,  who  promised  to  replace  it  on  arriving  at  the  ^^^L**' 

practice  to 
tdce  off  the  decks  of  auch  boats  when  they  were  stowed  on  board  ships ;  and  that 
the  Plaintiff  having  declined  to  permit  his  deck  to  be  removed^  could  not  aue  the 
Dtfcndant  for  breach  of  agreement* 

Sman: 
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V. 
HOLUDAY. 


Swan  River.  This  the  Plaintiff  declined ;  the  boat  was 
left  in  England  i  and  this  action  was  commenced  to  reco* 
ver  damages  (or  breach  of  the  agreement. 

At  the  trial,  the  Defendant's  witnesses  allied  that  it 
was  the  practice  to  take  the  decks  of  such  boats  out 
when  they  were  conveyed  on  board  ship,  because  with 
their  decks  on  they  presented  a  greater  obstruction  to 
the  navigation  of  the  vessel.  Alderson  J.  observing  that 
the  word  boat  was  often  employed  to  designate  vessdsof 
heavy  tonnage,  which  could  not  have  been  contempkled 
by  the  language  of  this  agreement,  although,  perhaps^  it 
might  comprehend  a  decked  boat  of  small  size^  left  it  to 
the  jury  to  say  whether  what  the  Plaintiff  had  presented 
was  a  boat;  whether  it  was  usual  to  take  out  the  decb 
of  such  boats  when  they  were  conveyed  on  board  diip; 
and  if  so,  whether  the  Plaintiff  had  declined  to  tike 
out  his. 

A  verdict  having  been  found  for  the  Deff^idant, 


Tculdy  Serjt,  pursuant  to  leave  reserved  at  the  trial, 
moved  to  set  it  aside,  and  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the 
Plaintiff  instead. 

It  was  not  denied,  even  by  the  Defendant,  that  i 
batch-boat  is  a  boat  in  the  narrowest  sense  of  the  word: 
there  is  no  ambiguity  in  the  agreement;  and,  therefore^ 
evidence  ought  not  to  have  been  admitted  to  add  to  its 
terms  a  condition  as  to  taking  out  the  deck.  Even  if 
the  Defendant,  according  to  the  alleged  custom,  was 
entitled  to  take  the  deck  ofi^  he  was  bound  to  take  the 
boat  on  board ;  and  whether  he  refused  to  do  so  or  notj 
should  have  been  the  question  left  to  the  jury,  —  do^ 
whether  the  Plaintiff  declined  to  have  the  deck  taken 
out.  If  it  be  inconvenient  to  convey  decked  boats,  tbe 
Defendant  might  have  excluded  them  by  adding  a  siogk 
word  to  the  written  agreement;  which,  as  it  standi 
must  be  taken  most  strongly  against  himself. 

Tbe 
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The  evidence  as  to  the  alleged  custom  was  alto- 
gether a  surprise  on  the  Plainti£^  and  he  is  prepared  to 
rebut  it 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 


589 


1831. 


Haymes 

HbLUOAT. 


TindalC.J.    We  think  there  is  no  ground  for 
granting  a  rule  in  this  case. 

.  The  agreement  between  the  parties  is,  '^  In  con- 
sideration of  the  sum  of  50/.  now  paid,  or  previous  to 
embarkation,  I,  the  master  of  the  ship  PrdectoTj  bound 
to  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope  and  Cockbum  Sounds  agree 
to  take  out  to  the  above  places  a  boat,  not  exceeding 
thirty  feet  in  length,  or  ten  feet  and  a  half  in  breadth, 
dangers  of  the  seas  excepted."  When  the  boat  was 
presented  to  the  Defendant  to  be  received  on  board  his 
ship,  it  was  covered  with  a  deck ;  and,  according  to  the 
evidence,  that  would  obstruct  the  navigation  of  the 
ship.  Although  the  terms  of  the  contract  may  include 
a  decked  as  well  as  an  open  boat,  yet  it  must  be 
implied  that  the  boat  should  be  such  as  not  to  impede 
the  navigation  of  the  ship.  The  objection  was  men- 
tioned to  the  Plaintiff  at  the  time,  and  the  Defendant's 
carpenter  offered  to  take  off  the  deck ;  so  that  the  Plain- 
tifl^  by  refusing,  has  himself  prevented  the  Defendant 
from  performing  his  contract. 

After  what  passed  on  that  occasion,  the  evidence 
ofifered  by  the  Defendant  could  scarcely  be  a  surprise 
on  the  Plaintiff. 

Rule  refused. 
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May  a;.  StANIFORTH  V.  FoX. 

«G.F.  dow      n^HIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  tried   at  the  last 

this  day  agree  york  assizes  before  Littledale  J^  in  which  the  in- 

to let  to  J.  &  ,     ,  ,     .  .   ,  l_      Til  • 

three  cottages  stnicnent  set  out  below  being  essential  to  tbe  Jrlain- 

for  ten  years ;  tiff's  case,  and  being  stamped  only  with  an  agreement 

aerees  to  build  Stamp,   the   Plaintiff   was   nonsuited,   with    liberty  to 

a  brewhouse  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  7/*,  should  the  Court  be  of 

and  make  a  opinion  that  the  instrument  signed  by  the  pardes  was 

cellar  s  at  tne 

rent  of  ss^. :     AH  agreement  and  not  a  lease :  — 
he  agrees  to 

^«Ld«nt;  «&p<.11.18Sa 

and  hu  thii  «  An  agreement  between  George  Fox  and  John  Sttn- 

day  received  j-^^^^     j    q^^^^  p^^  j^^   ^^^^  ^       ^^^  ^  j^,  jfr. 
j^i»  xrom  «/•  u*  ^ .  . 

in  earnests"  John  Staniforth   the  whole  of  his  premises  sitoate  m 

Held,  an  Spring  Sheets  Sheffield^  for  the  term  of  ten  years;  namdy, 
and  not  an  *  three  cottage  houses,  one  stable,  and  victualling-house, 
agreement  for  and  all  other  buildings  thereto  connected ;  also  he  does 
a  ease.  further  agree  to  build  a,  brewhouse,  and  make  a  large 

cellar  under  the  yard  at  his  own  expense ;  at  the  yeariy 
rent  of  S5/.,  to  be  paid  half-yearly.  And  that  the  said 
George  Fox  does  further  agree  to  pay  the  ground  rent, 
which  is  4/.  Os.  Sd.  yearly,  for  the  whole  of  the  pre- 
mises. And  that  the  said  George,  Fox  has  this  day 
received  from  the  said  John  Staniforth  the  sam  of  4i^  in 
earnest." 

Jones  Serjt.  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  enter  the  verdict 
for  the  Plaintiff,  or&  the  ground  that  this  instrument 
must  be  deemed  an  agreement  for  a  lease,  and  not  an 
actual  demise ;  because  the  lessor  had  engaged  to  make 
additions  to  the  premises,  which  it  would  take  some 
time  to  complete,  and  for  which,  if  this  were  held  an 

actual 
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actual  demise,  the  lessee  would  be  paying  rent  before  18S1. 
he  could  have  enjoyment.  In  Dunk  v.  HwUer{a\ 
where,  by  the  language  of  the  instrument,  the  landlord 
<<  agreed  to  let  on  lease,"  the  circumstance  that  money  Fox. 
was  to  be  paid  down  by  the  lessee  on  entry  was  relied 
on  by  the  Court  as  conclusive  against  the  implication  of 
any  present  demise.  Here  the  engagement  by  the 
lessor  to  lay  out  money  on  entry  ought  to  have  the 
same  effect 

Cross  Serjt.  shewed  cause.  In  DutJc  v.  Hunter  there 
was  in  effect  a  stipulation  for  a  future  lease,  and  for 
entry  at  a  future  day,  which  is  wanting  here.  But  an 
instrument  shall  operate  as  a  present  demise,  if  such  can 
be  collected  to  have  been  the  intention  of  the  parties, 
even  though  there  be  a  stipulation  for  a  future  lease ; 
Doe  d.  Walker  v.  Graves  (i),  Barry  v.  Nugent^  cited  in 
Roe  V.  Ashbumer(c)i  and  the  words,  ^^  does  this  day 
agree  to  let^^  accompanied  with  the  payment  of  earnest- 
money,  are  a  sufficient  indication  of  an  Intention  to 
demise  at  once.  In  Bjoe  d.  Jackson  v.  Ashbumer{d)j 
Ashhurst  J.  says,  "  Where  the  words  are  de  prasenti, 
*  I  demise,'  &c.,  or  an  agreement  '  that  the  party  shall 
hold  and  enjoy,'  and  the  party  is  immediately  put  into 
possession,  the  landlord  shall  not  afterwards  turn  him 
out  of  possession,  and  say  that  it  was  not  a  present 
demise ;  for  the  permitting  the  party  to  enter  is  strong 
evidence  to  shew  that  the  landlord  intended  to  give 
a  present  interest."  In  Poole  v.  Bentley{e\  where 
there  was  to  be  a  future  lease.  Lord  EUcnborough 
inferred  a  present  demise,  from  the  circumstance  that 
the  lessee  was  to  lay  out  money  on  the  premises; 
and  the  like  inference  was   drawn   in   Pinero  v.  Jud'^ 

(a)  sB.^ji,  322.  (d)  sT.R.  163. 

{6)  15  Eojty  244*  (^)  z>  Eojtf  z68« 

(f)  5  T.  R.  165. 
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1831.  son  (a)  from  that  circumstance  and  a  stipulaticm  to 
pay  in  the  mean  time,  the  rent  to  be  reserved  in  a  pro- 
posed future  lease.  In  Tempest  v.  Rawlifigs  {b)^  where  the 

Fox.  instrument  was  held  to  be  an  agreement  only,  there  was 
a  stipulation  for  a  future  lease^  and  no  indication  that 
the  party  should  have  immediate  possession. 

Jones.  The  intention  ought  only  to  be  collected  from 
the  instrument  itself  in  each  individual  case;  Doe  i. 
Coore  v.  Clare  (c),  Morgan  v.  BisselL  {d)  In  Pinero  v. 
Judson  the  stipulation  to  pay  rent  in  the  intermediate 
time  was  a  sufficient  indication  of  an  intention  to  demise 
in  praseniL  So,  a  similar  stipulation  in  Pode  v.  Bent* 
let/f  where  money  was  to  be  laid  out  by  the  lessee.  Bot 
there  are  no  words  of  present  demise  in  this  instniment; 
and  that  circumstance,  added  to  the  stipulation  for  the 
enlargement  of  the  premises  at  the  expense  of  the  lessor, 
must,  according  to  the  rule  established  in  Dunk  v. 
Hunter^  be  taken  as  conclusive  proof  that  no  present 
demise  was  intended.  Here,  although  the  lessor  agrees 
to  let  on  the  1 1th  of  September^  it  is  nowhere  said  when 
the  term  is  to  commence,  or  the  rent  to  be  paid;  nor 
does  it  appear  that  the  lessee  ever  had  possession. 

TindalC.J.  We  must  endeavour  to  collect  the 
meaning  of  the  parties  from  the  instrument  itself  because 
there  is  no  collateral  evidence  to  assist  us  in  the  eoquiry. 
The  instrument  begins,  ^^  George  Fox  does  this  day  agree 
to  let"  Now  the  word  agree  will  not  of  itself  exclude  the 
inference  of  a  present  demise,  where  there  is  nothing  else 
to  shew  that  such  a  demise  was  not  intended.  But  the 
language  here  is,  <<  does  this  day  agree  to  let  the  pre- 
mises in  Spring  Street /or  the  term  of  ten  years.'*    When 

(a)  6  Bhgb,  ao6.  (r )  %T.IL  739. 

{b)  isEajhi^*  (d)  3  Taunt.  6s. 

was 
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•was  that  term  to  commence?  There  is  nothing  in  the  1831. 
instrument  from  which  we  can  date  the  commence- 
ment of  the  term,  but  that  day.  The  demise,  therefore, 
was  a  demise  from  that  day.  And  though  the  land-  ^ox. 
lord  agreed  to  build  a  brewhouse  and  make  a  cellar, 
there  is  nothing  in  the  instrument  to  shew  that  rent  was 
to  be  deferred  to  any  future  day.  This  distinguishes 
the  case  from  Dunk  v.  Hunter^  where,  by  express  stipu- 
lation, the  entry  was  to  be  at  a  future  day,  and  to  depend 
on  the  lessee's  paying  down  50/. ;  which  if  he  fistiled  to 
do,  the  terra  might  never  have  commenced. 

Here,  too,  the  lessee  pays  4/.  down  by  way  of  earnest, 
probably  as  some  equivalent  for  the  ground  rent,  which 
nearly  corresponds  in  amount;  and  if  he  contributes 
towards  a  charge  then  running  on,  why  are  we  to  say 
that  the  term  has  a  future  commencement  ?  Or,  as  the 
instrument  appears  to  have  been  drawn  up  by  unlearned 
persons,  and  the  4/.  bears  so  large  a  proportion  to  the 
whole  rent,  we  may  reasonably  suppose  it  was  paid  on 
account  of  rent  But  without  relying  too  much  on  that, 
it  is  sufficient  to  say,  that  no  day  is  fixed  for  the  rent  to 
commence  in  future,  nor  is  there  any  other  stipulation 
from  which  we  can  infer  that  the  parties  intended  an 
immediate  interest  should  not  pass.  The  rule,  there- 
fore, which  has  been  obtained  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the 
PlainUfi*  must  be  discharged. 

Park  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  cases  are 
not  conflicting,  because  they  depend  upon  what  has 
appeared  to  be  the  intentions  of  the  respective  parties, 
and  the  instruments  under  consideration  have  generally 
been  drawn  up  by  unlettered  persons.  Dunk  v.  Hunter 
makes  against  the  Plaintiff;  for  in  that  case  it  was  ex- 
pressly stipulated  that  the  lessee  should  enter  at  any 
time  before  the  11th  of  February  1820,  paying  in  ready 
cash  on  entry  50/.     Here  there  is  no  stipulation  for 
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1831*       entry  at  a  future  day,  or  on  any  condition,  but  the  lessor 
'  does  **  this  day  agree  to  let  for  ten  years."     If  a  future 

V.  demise  had  been  intended,  would  he  not  have  said,  ^*  for 

Fair.  ^eii  years  to  coGimence  at"  such  a  time?  The  agree- 
ment to  build  a  brewhouse  and  cellar  is  merely  acces- 
sory, and  does  not  constitute  any  part  of  the  principal 
demise. 

Gaselee  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  jigree  to 
let  and  let  mean  the  same  thing,  unless  there  is  some- 
thing in  the  instrument  to  shew  that  a  present  demiie 
could  not  have  been  in  contemplation. 

BosANQUET  J.  This  is  an  executed  demise^  and  not 
an  executory  agreement.  There  is  no  difference  b^ 
tween  agree  to  let  and  let^  where  the  relation  of  landlocd 
and  tenant  is  to  commence  immediately.  Here^  it  would 
be  impossible  to  say  when  it  should  commence^  unless, 
according  to  the  express  language  of  the  instrument,  it 
were  to  commence  on  that  day.  The  agreement  by  the 
landlord  to  build  is  merely  accessory;  the  demise  is 
immediate,  and  not  deferred  by  that  accessory  engage- 
ment* 

Rule  dischaiged 

See  Drake  v.  Munday  (a),  Tisdale  v.  Essex  (fi),  Md- 
dorCs  Case  (c),  Sturgion  v.  Painter  {d\  Baxter  i  AbrcAaU 
V.  Browne  (e)j  Goodtitle  d.  Estwick  v.  Way  [g\  Doe  d, 
Bromfield  v.  Smith  (A),  Hamerton  v.  Stead  (i ),  Kn^ht  ?. 
Benett  {k\  Cox  v.  Bent  {1%  Begnart  v.  Porter.  (») 

(a)  W,JoneSt%z^.  (h)  6  EasU  s%o* 

(b)  Hob.  34'  (i)  3B.&a47^. 

(c)  Cro,  Eliz.  32.  (i)  3  Bingb.  361. 

(d)  Noj,  ia8.  (/)  5  Bingb.  185. 

(e)  %W.BlaeL^T3.  (m)  y  Bingb.  451. 
(g)  I  T.  R.  735. 
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John  VaLLANCE  v.  SavAOE.  Maj  a;. 

nPHIS  was  an  action  against  the  Defendant,  one  of  the  In  case  for  an 

commissioners  for  paving  the  town  of  Brighton^  for  "'J^'y/®  *"• 

reversionf  tnc 
an  injury  to  the  Plaintiff's  reversionary  interest  in  cer-  Plaintiff  de- 
tain premises  by  the  side  of  the  market  there.  dared  that  the 

The  declaration  stated  that,  before  and  at  the  time  of  ^!!^^  ***_ 

^  question  were 

the  committing  the  grievances  in  the  several  counts  there-  in  the  occupa- 

inafter  mentioned,  the  Defendant  then  and  still  was  one  ^^^^^S-P.^m 

tenant  to  him : 
of  the  commissioners  appointed  and  acting  under  and  Held,  that  the 

by  virtue  of,  and  for  putting  into  execution,  an  act  of  allegation  was 
parliament  for  the  better  regulating,  paving,  improving,  Iroved'bv 
and  managing  the  town  of  Brighthelmstone  in  the  county  shewing  that 

of  SusseXf  and  the  poor  thereof;  and  that  also  before  ^••^*  had  been 

let  into  pos- 
and  at  the  time  of  the  committing  the  grievances  therein*-  session  by,  and 

after    next  mentioned   a    certain    messuage  with  the  V^^  ^^  ^^ 
appurtenances,  situate  and  being  at,  &a,  was  in  the  ^^f^^ 
occupation  of  one  Sarah  Pellf  as  tenant  thereof  to  the  whomPhuntiff 
Plaintiff,  to  wit,  at,  &c. ;  and  that  also  before  the  com-  ^*'  trustee, 
mitting  of  the  grievances  thereinafter  next  mentioned 
there  was,  and  still  of  right  ought  to  be,  a  public  and 
common  highway  for  all  the  liege  subjects  of  our  lord 
the  king  to  pass  and  repass  at  their  free  will  and  plea- 
sure, on  foot  and  with  carts,  unto  and  to  the  said  mes^ 
suage  every  year,  and  at  all  times  of  the  year,   and 
thereby  to  pass  into  a  certain  door  of  the  yard  of  the 
s^d  messuage,  there  to  deliver  goods  and  chattels,  and 
to  frequent  the  said  messuage  for  the  more  beneficial 
and  profitable  use  and  occupation  of  the  said  messuage ; 
and  the  said  messuage  with  the  appurtenances,  until  the 
times  of  committing  the  said  grievances  thereinafter  next 
mentioned^  was,  and  of  right  ought  to  have  been,  and 
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still  of  right  ought  to  be,  of  free  and  easy  access  to  all 
customers  of  Sarah  PeU^  and  all  the  king^s  liege  subjects 
passing  in  and  along  the  said  highway  who  might  be 
desirous  of  frequenting  the  said  messuage  for  the  par- 
pose  of  employing  the  tenant  or  tenants  for  the  time 
being  of  the  said  messuage,  occupiers  of  the  same  mes- 
suage in  the  way  of  her,  his,  or  their  business  from 
time  to  time  carried  on  therein ;  yet  the  said  commissioii- 
ers,  acting  as  aforesaid,  well  knowing  the  premises^  but 
contriving,  and  wrongfully  and  unjustly  intending  to 
injure,  prejudice,  and  aggrieve  the  Plaintiff  in  his  said 
reversionary  estate  and  interest  of  and  in  the  said  mes- 
suage, with  the  appurtenances,  whilst  the  said  messuage 
was  so  in  the  possession  and  occupation  of  Sarah  Pdl^ 
as  tenant  thereof  to  the  Plaintifl^  and  whilst  he  the 
Plaintiff  was  so  interested  therein  as  aforesaid,  to  wit, 
&c^  and  on  divers  other  days  and  times,  to  wil^ 


on 


at,  &c.,  wrongfully  and  unjustly,  and  without .  the 
leave  or  licence  and  against  the  will  of  the  Plaintiff 
made  and  erected,  and  caused  to  be  made  and  erected, 
in  and  upon  said  highway  divers  obstructions,  erections, 
and  buildings,  and  wrongfully  and  injuriously  kqit 
and  continued  the  said  obstructions,  erections,  and 
buildings  in  and  upon  the  said  highway  respectively  for 
a  long  space  of  time^  to  wit,  from  thence  until,  &c. ;  by 
means  of  which  said  several  premises  the  Plaintiff  bad 
been  injured,  prejudiced,  and  aggrieved  in  his  Hever- 
sionary  estate  and  interest  of  and  in  the  said  messuage^ 
with  the  appurtenances,  so  in  the  possession  and  occu- 
padon  of  the  said  Sarah  Pell^  as  tenant  thereof  to  the 
Plaintiff,  to  wit,  at,  &c. 

At  the  trial  before  Gaselee  J.,  last  Sussex  assizes,  it 
appeared  that  the  Plamtiff  had  the  legal  title  to  the  re- 
version of  the  premises  in  question,  but  that  he  was 
trustee  for  James  Vallance;  and  that  Sarah  PeUj  the 
occupier^  was  in  possession  under  a  contract  with  Jamn 

VaUance^ 
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VaUance^  to  which  the  Plaintiff  was  no  party.  James 
Vallance  received  the  rent. 

The  spot  on  which  the  obstruction  had  been  placed 
by  the  Defendant  had  been  used  as  a  carriage-way  ever 
since  1 776,  and  as  a  footway  long  before. 

The  commissioners  for  paving  the  town  of  Brighton 
were  first  appointed  by  an  act  of  parliament  passed  in 
1773;  from  which,  and  two  subsequent  acts  for  erecting 
a  market  and  other  improvements,  the  present  com- 
missioners, their  successors,  derived  their  authority. 

On  the  part  of  the  Defendant  it  was  objected,  first, 
that  the  evidence  did  not  support  the  allegation  in  the 
declaration,  that  Pell  was  the  tenant  of  the  Plaintiff; 
she  being  the  tenant  of  the  cestuique  trust. 

Secondly,  that  as  the  commissioners  were  appointed 
for  a  specific  purpose,  the  user  of  the  locus  in  ^  as  a 
carriage  road  since  1776,  which  would  afford  strong 
presumption  of  a  dedication  to  the  public  if  the  locus 
had  been  the  property  of  a  private  person,  afforded  no 
fuch  presumption  against  the  commissioners,  inasmuch 
as  it  would  have  been  a  violation  of  their  trust  to 
dedicate  to  the  use  of  the  public,  for  general  purposes, 
the  spot  which  they  were  bound  to  limit  to  the  purposes 
to  which  the  acts  of  parliament  confined  them:  the 
Plaintiff  therefore,  at  the  utmost,  could  only  claim  in 
respect  of  an  obstruction  to  a  foot  road.    And, 

Thirdly,  that  having  alleged  an  obstruction  of  a  cart 
and  foot  road,  he  must  be  nonsuited;  because  that 
allegation  was  not  divisible. 

A  verdict,  however,  was  taken  for  the  Plaintifi^  with 
leave  for  the  Defendant  to  move  for  a  nonsuit  on  these 
points. 


1831. 


Vallance 
Sayaos. 


Jones  Serjt  obtained  a  rule  nisi  accordingly ;  against 
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1831. 


Vallance 

V, 

Savagb. 


Tadcfy  and  Wilde  Seijts.  shewed  cause;  when,  upon 
the  learned  Judge's  reading  his  report,  it  appeared  that 
the  locus  in  quo  had  been  conveyed  to  the  commis- 
sioners as  recently  as  1828,  and  not  before  1810  to  the 
guardians  of  the  poor,  from  whom  the  commis^onen 
took  it.  In  the  interval,  therefore,  between  1776  and 
1810  no  objection  could  be  raised  to  the  piesomptioQ 
of  a  dedication  to  the  public ;  and  the  Court  had  to 
decide  only  on  the  first  objection  raised  at  the  trial:  is 
to  which  it  was  contended,  that  in  this  action  it  vas 
sufficient  if  the  Plaintiff  proved  he  had  a  reversion;  it 
was  immaterial  who  was  tenant,  or,  at  all  events  to 
whom  the  tenant  paid  rent.  But  the  occupier  mosti  in 
a  court  of  law,  be  taken  to  be  the  tenant  of  the  party 
who  has  the  legal  reversion,  and  a  contract  with  a 
cestmque  trust  must  be  deemed  to  have  been  made  with 
the  assent  of  the  l^al  owner.  In  Taylor  v.  ffatenld), 
the  grantee  of  a  licence  to  be  exercised  on  land,  oonfisned 
by  a  cestmque  trusty  never  having  been  distuibed  by  the 
trustee,  was  considered  to  hold  it  in  effect  under  the 
trustee,  and  competent  therefore  to  sue  on  it  in  a  court 
of  law.  In  like  manner,  an  occupier  let  into  possession 
by  a  mortgagor  after  the  mortgage,  may  be  considered 
as  tenant  of  the  mortgagee,  if  an  assent  to  the  tenancy 
can  be  collected  from  the  conduct  of  the  mortgagee. 
Pope  V.  Biggs.  (J) 


Jones.  It  might  not  have  been  necessary  for  the 
Plaintiff,  as  reversioner,  to  have  alleged  who  was 
tenant  of  the  premises ;  but  having  alleged  that  S.  Pdl 
was  his  tenant,  he  is  bound  to  prove  it;  Cotteritt^. 
Hobby  (c) ;  otherwise  it  does  not  appear  that  it  is  the 
Plaintiff's  reversion  which  has  been  injured.  But  there 
was  no  privity  of  contract  between  him  and  &  Pellt  he 


(a)  7  Taunt.  374. 

(b)  ^B.l^C.  145. 


(0  4B.iffC.  465. 


could 
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could  not  have  distrained;  and  he  might  at  anytime  1831. 
have  ejected  her.  In  Martin  v.  GobU  {a\  where,  in  an 
action  for  a  nuisance  to  a  dwelling-house,  the  declaration 
stated,  that  at  the  time  of  committing  the  grievance 
Plaintiff  was  seised  in  fee  of  the  dwelling-house,  and 
that  it  was  then  in  the  possession  and  occupation  of  a 
certain  tenant  or  certain  tenants  thereof  under  Plaintiffs 
it  appeared  that  Plaintiff  was  seised  in  fee  for  the  use 
of  the  inhabitants  of  a  particular  parish,  and  that  the 
house  was  occupied  by  the  parish  paupers  and  a  person 
appointed  by  the  parish  officers  to  take  charge  of  them, 
It  was  therefore  held,  that  neither  the  poor  nor  the 
master  of  the  workhouse  could  be  considered  as  tenants 
to  the  Plaintiff,  and  that  that  was  a  fatal  variance 
between  the  declaration  and  the  evidence. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  This  is  an  action  on  the  case  by 
John  VaUancCf  for  an  injury  to  his  reversion  in  a  certain 
messuage  and  premise?  at  Brighton  /  and  the  injury  is 
described  to  be  the  wrongful  erection  and  continuance 
of  an  obstruction  on  the  highway  leading  to  the  Plain- 
tiff's messuage,  in  stating  his  title  to  which  he  alleges 
that  it  was  in  the  occupation  of  one  Sarah  Pell  as  his 
tenant  It  has  been  objected  that  Sarah  Pell  was  not 
tenant  to  the  Plaintiff,  but  to  James  Fallance;  and,  con- 
sequently, that  the  Plaintiff  had  not  the  reversionary 
interest  set  forth  in  the  declaration.  The  evidence  was^ 
that  John  VaUance  the  Plaintiff  was  a  trustee;  that 
James  VaUance  was  his  cestuique  trusty  and  had  let  the 
premises  in  question  to  Sarah  Pellj  from  whom  he  re- 
ceived the  rent.  It  was  therefore  the  simple  case  of 
trustee  and  cestuique  trust.  The  legal  interest  is  in  the 
trustee;  actions  must  be  brought  by  him;  the  cestui" 
que  trust  has  no  interest  in  law :  if  he  enters,  his  pos- 

(a)  I  Campb*  jao. 

session 
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1831.        session  is  considered  the  possession  of  the  trustee ;  and 
I.     '  any  disposition  made  by  him  and  adopted  by  the  trustee 

o.  is  considered  as  the  disposition  of  the  trustee,  the  ceshd- 

8-*«»-      qru  trvst  only  possessing  the  property  in  the  right  of  the 
trustee.     In  the  present  case,  inasmuch  as  the  Plaintiff 
has  brought  an  action,  and  has  alleged  that  Pdl  was  a 
tenant  to  him,  that  is  a  su£Bcient  adopdon  of  her  ai 
tenant;  and  there  has  been  no  failure  in  the  proof  of  the 
allegation  on  record.     Even  in  the  case  of  mortgagor 
and  mortgagee,  whose  interests  are  adverse^  acts  of  the 
mortgagor  assented  to  by  the  mortgagee  are  considered 
as  acts  of  the  mortgagee.     By  the  stronger  reason,  there- 
fore, the  act  of  the  cestuique  trusty  whose  interest  is 
under  the  trustee,  must,  if  known  and  not  repudiated,  be 
considered  the  act  of  the  trustee. 

Park  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  HaiDtiff 
is  the  legal  owner,  and  properly  entitled  to  sue;  the  case 
is  not  altered  by  the  circumstance  of  the  cesimqiit  trust 
having  granted  a  lease :  he  must,  to  a  certain  degree, 
be  deemed  the  agent  of  the  trustee,  and  his  acts,  if 
ratified  by  the  trustee,  are  valid. 

Gaselee  J.  The  occupier  was  tenant  to  the  Plain- 
tiff on  an  agreement  of  the  cestuique  trusty  who  for  that 
purpose  must  be  esteemed  the  agent  of  the  trustee;  the 
rent,  which  was  payable  to  the  trustee^  being  by  implied 
permission  paid  to  the  cestuique  trust. 

BosANQUET  J.  The  whole  l^al  right  is  in  the 
Plaintiff;  the  cestuique  trusty  who  has  no  legal  interest 
must,  in  a  court  of  law,  be  considered  as  an  agent  who 
has  let  in  the  tenant:  the  tenant  does  not  occupy 
adversely  to  the  Plaintiff;  he  has  the  reversionary  in- 
terest subject  to  her  right  of  possession,  to  which  be 
must  be  taken  to  have  assented.     The  rule  must  be 

Discharged. 
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Keeling  v.  Austin.  Maj  %s. 

nPHE  Defendant  having  issued  aji.ja.  upon  a  judg-  Notwith«tand- 
ment  of  nonsuit  after  a  writ  of  error  bad  been  _Hr^  ^  ^^ 

allowed  and  served ;  the  Court  will 

not  stay  ex- 
ecution itflued 
Bompas  SeijL  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  stay  the  proceed-  after  a  writ  of 

logs  in  the  execution.  f"w  on  a 


Wilde  Serjt.,  who  shewed  cause  against  the  rule^  relied 
on  Mee  v.  Hopkins  (a),  and  Evans  v.  Swete  (&),  where 
the  Court  refused  to  stay  execution  issued  after  error 
on  a  nonsuit. 

Banypas  urged,  that  in  Levett  v.  Perry  {c)  execution  had 
been  stayed  after  error  on  a  judgment  of  nonsuit^  and  in 
addition  to  the  arguments  in  support  of  the  motion  to  be 
foand  in  Evans  v.  Swetej  where  the  point  was  fully  dis- 
cnssed,  contended,  that  during  a  writ  of  error  the  juris- 
diction of  the  inferior  court  was  suspended  by  the  statute 
1  JV.  4.  c»  70.  s.  8.,  which  enacts,  **  That  writs  of  error 
npon  any  judgment  given  by  any  of  the  said  Courts  shall 
hereafter  be  made  returnable  only  before  the  Judges, 
or  Judges  and  Barons,  as  the  case  may  be,  of  the  other 
two  Courts  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  any  law  or  sta- 
tute to  the  contrary  notwithstanding;  that  a  transcript  of 
the  record  only  shall  be  annexed  to  the  return  of  the 
writ ;  and  the  court  of  error,  after  errors  are  duly  as- 
signed  and  issue  in  error  joined,  shall,  at  such  time  as  the 
Judges  shall  appoint,  either  in  term  or  vacation,  review 
the  proceedings,  and  give  judgment  as  they  shall  be  ad- 

(/i)  a  D  fcf  R.  ao8.  (c )  5T.R,  668. 

vised 


judgment  of 
nonsuit. 
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1831*        vised  thereon;  and  such  proceedings  and  judgment,  as 
altered  or  affirmed,   shall  be  entered  on  the  original 
'^  record,  and  such  further  proceeding  as  may  be  neces- 

AusTiN.  gj^j.y  thereon  shall  be  awarded  by  the  Court  in  which 
the  original  record  remains ;  from  which  judgment  in 
error  no  writ  of  error  shall  lie  or  be  had,  except  the 
same  be  made  returnable  in  the  high  court  of  par- 
liament" 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  The  new  act  has  not  the  effect  con- 
tended for :  it  only  establishes  a  new  court,  leaving  die 
practice  the  same  as  before.  In  this  Court  for  maDy 
years,  and  in  the  King's  Bench  lately,  it  has  beea  the 
practice  not'  to  stay  execution  issued  after  a  writ  of  error 
on  a  judgment  of  nonsuit.  It  has  been  urged  that  stay- 
ing execution  after  error  on  a  judgment  by  defiuilt^  is  a 
stronger  case  than  this  :  but,  upon  error  on  a  judgment 
by  default,  the  Defendant  takes  advantage  of  aome 
defect  in  his  adversary's  proceeding,  whereas  it  can  be 
permitted  to  no  man  to  take  advantage  of  a  defect  in 
his  own. 

Park  J.  Kemplandy.  Macatdey^a)  is  in  point  agunst 
the  application.  There  Lord  Kenyan  said,  <<  The  ge- 
neral rule  is,  that  a  writ  of  error,  allowed  and  served, 
operates  as  a  supersedeas  to  an  execution,  and  the  Court 
will  stay  proceedings  of  course ;  but  that  is  on  the  sop- 
position  that  the  party  may  have  some  error  to  complain 
of  in  the  judgment,  which  it  is  right  should  be  examined 
into  before  execution  is  awarded ;  and,  therefore,  if  it 
appear  plainly  and  unequivocally  to  the  Court  that  the 
writ  of  error  is  brought  merely  for  delay,  that  reason 
does  not  hold." 

Rule  dischai^ 

{a)  4  r.  it.  436. 
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Margetson  v.  Wright.  Maysu 

ASSUMPSIT  on  a  horse-warranty.  i.  Defendant 

The  Plaintiff,  an  attorney,  being  desirous  of  pos-  ^"^*rranted 
sessing  a  race-horse,  went  to  examine  the  Defendant's  ^nd  limb  at 
stallion  Sampson.    Sampson  was  a  crib-biter;  had  a  splint  '^  ^^'^f  of  the 
on  the  off  fore-leg;  and  had  broken  down  in  training,  goi/fo^  go/. 
If  these  defects,  which  the  Defendant  disclosed  to  the  a  race-borse 
Plaintiff,  had  not  existed,  Sampson^  who  was  at  that  time  ^  ^   * 
sound  in  other  respects,  would  have  been  worth  500/.  in  training, 

Under  these  circumstances,  however,  he  was  to  be  sold  *"^  ^^ 

affected  with 
for  90L;  and  a  French  veterinary  surgeon  having  re-  agpiint-  cir- 

daoed  the  splint,  and  having  communicated  a  recipe  cumsunces 
which  afforded  a  chance  of  eradicating  it  altogether,  the  T^  'f  ^^^ 
Plaintiff  was  disposed  to  make  the  purchase.  the  Plaintiff*, 

He  first,  however,  required  a  warranty  that  Sampson  ^<^  ^"'  ^or 

^^  which  the 

would  stand  training,  which  the  Defendant  refused  to  i^^^^  would 
give.    The  Plaintiff  then  wrote  a  memorandum  of  agree-  have  been 
ment,  which  specified  the  amount  and  times  of  payment,  !!°     ^^ ' ' 
and  stipulated  that  the  Plaintiff  should,   in  addition,  this  warranty 
give  the  Defendant  10/.  a  time  for  the  first  five  times  ^^  "®*  *"*- 
the  horse  should  win  races  in  1830;  and  concluded  as  horse  was  fit 
follows,  —  "  And  the  said  Mr.  Wright  does  hereby  war-  for  the  pur- 
rant  the  said  horse  to  be  sound  wind  and  limb."  P"f  "^  *« 

ordinary 
This,  however,  the  Defendant  declined  to  sign  unless  horse : 

the  words  "  at  this  time "  were  added  after  wind  and      *•  The 

warrantv  beinfir 
limb  i  which  being  done,  the  warranty  was  signed,  and  restricted  to 

the  Plaintiff  took  away  his  bargain.  the  time  of 

About  six  months  afterwards  Sampson  again  broke  ^  ^  u^^* 

down  in  training;  and  the  Plaintiff  upon  that  ground  Plaintiff" could 

commenced  the  present  action.  "°'  ""^  "* 

Upon  proof  of  these  circumstances  at  the  last  fVest-^  y^^^^  breaking 

nun-eland  assizes,  Parke  J.,  before  whom  the  cause  was  down  after- 
wards. 
3.  Defects  apparent  at  the  time  of  a  warranty  are  not  included  in  It. 

tried, 


Weight. 
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1881*        tried,  told  the  jury  that  the  insertion  in  the  warranty  of 
Ma    btbon    ^^®  words  "a/  this  time**  were  probably  intended  to 
V.  exclude  a  warranty  of  the  horse's  standing  training;  and 

then  stated  the  question  to  be,  whether  at  the  time  of 
the  warranty  the  animal  was  sound  for  the  purposes  of 
an  ordinary  horse,  as  to  go  on  the  road,  or  the  like; 
the  express  warranty  rendering  the  Defendant  respons- 
ible for  the  consequences  of  the  splint,  though  the  defect 
was  visible. 

A  verdict  having  been  found  for  the  Plaindfl^ 

Wilde  Seijt.  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground 
that  the  jury  had  been  misled  by  the  constraction  which 
the  learned  Judge  had  put  upon  the  warran^.  The 
splint,  being  a  visible  defect,  ought  to  have  been  om- 
sidered  as  excluded  from  the  warranty ;  and,  seeing  that 
the  horse  was  worth  500/.  but  for  the  splint,  and  that  he 
was  about  to  be  sold  for  only  90/.,  it  was  plab  that  the 
Plaintiff  bought  him  at  a  risk,  and  that  the  warranty 
was  confined  to  the  time  of  the  bargain,  excluding  all 
future  accidents.  It  was  for  the  purpose  of  so  restricting 
the  warranty  that  the  words  "  at  this  time**  were  intro- 
duced ;  and  *^  sound  wind  and  limbj*  when  predicated  of 
a  race-horse,  means  merely  that  the  animal  is  in  health; 
not  that  he  is  fit  for  the  purposes  of  an  ordinary  horsey 
such  as  the  road,  drawing,  or  the  like;  purposes  to 
which  a  race-horse  can  never  be  applied.  The  PIainti£f 
paid  for  the  chance  of  Sampson*s  recovery  from  the 
splint,  and  for  his  worth  as  a  stallion,  which  was  all  the 
warranty  meant  to  ensure. 

A  rule  nisi  having  been  granted, 

Spankie  Seijt,  who  shewed  cause,  contended  that  the 
warranty  was  good  for  nothing  if  it  did  not  ensure  to 
the  Plaintiff  a  horse  fit  at  least  for  ordinary  purposes;  it 
being  admitted  there  was  little  or  no  chance  that  &sp- 

son 
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son  could  ever  again  be  employed  as  a  race^horse.  But 
this  was  not  like  the  case  of  a  patent  or  avowed  defect. 
It  being  doubtful  whether  the  horse  would  recover  from 
the  splint  or  not,  it  was  the  more  essential  to  the  Plain- 
tiff to  rely  on  a  warranty  from  the  seller;  and  from  what 
happened  so  soon  afterwards,  it  might  be  presumed  the 
horse  could  not  have  been  sound  at  the  time  of  the 
warranty. 


1831. 


Margetbon 

V. 

Weight. 


Wilde  and  Jones  Serjts.  having  been  heard  in  support 
of  the  rule, 


TiNDAL  C.  J.  said,  This  was  an  action  on  a  war- 
ranty of  a  horse,  the  terms  of  which  were,  **  The  said 
Defendant  doth  hereby  warrant  the  said  horse  to  be 
sound  wind  and  limb  at  this  time." 

Two  subjects,  which  might  or  might  not  have  become 
a  source  of  unsoundness,  namely,  crib-biting  and  a  splint, 
were  discussed  by  the  parties  at  the  time  of  the  bargain, 
and  after  that  discussion  the  warranty  in  question  was 
entered  into.  Now,  the  older  books  lay  it  down,  that 
defects  apparent  at  the  time  of  a  bargain  are  not  in- 
cluded in  a  warranty,  however  general,  because  they  can 
form  no  subject  of  deceit  or  fraud ;  and,  originally,  the 
mode  of  proceeding  on  a  breach  of  warranty  was  by  an 
action  of  deceit,  grounded  on  a  supposed  fraud.  There 
can,  however,  be  no  deceit  where  a  defect  is  so  manifest 
that  both  parties  discuss  it  at  the  time.  A  party,  there- 
fore, who  should  buy  a  horse  knowing  it  to  be  blind  in 
both  eyes  could  not  sue  on  a  general  warranty  of  sound- 
ness. In  the  present  case  the  splint  was  known  to  both 
parties;  and  the  learned  Judge  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say 
whether  the  horse  was  fit  for  ordinary  purposes.  His 
direction  would  have  been  less  subject  to  misapprehend 
sion  if  he  had  left  them  to  consider  whether  the  horse 
wais,  at  the  time  of  the  bargain,  sound  wind  and  limb, 
SBving  those  manifest  defects  contemplated  by  the  paiw 
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a  summary  application,  to  cancel  the  bail-bond,  and 
permit  defendant  to  file  a  common  appearance,  she  hav- 
ing acted  with  great  duplicity  in  eluding  payment;  and 
argued,  that  the  Court  would  not  relieve  the  present 
Defendant  summarily  on  motion  when  she  had  herself 
misled  the  drawer  by  representations  of  separate  pro- 
perty, and  assurances  that  the  bill  would  be  paid. 
Under  such  circumstances  the  Court  would  leave  her  to 
her  plea  of  coverture,  that  the  Plaintiff  might  have  time 
to  enquire  into  the  truth  of  the  allegation. 


Wilde.  In  the  case  cited  the  Plaintiff  had  no  know- 
ledge of  the  coverture  at  the  time  the  greater  part  of 
the  debt  was  contracted,  and  the  husband  was  dead 
before  the  application.  Here  the  drawer  of  the  bill  was 
expressly  apprised  of  the  coverture ;  and  if  she  consents 
to  take  a  bill  from  a  married  woman  she  takes  it  with 
all  its  consequences,  one  of  which  is  that  the  De- 
fendant will  be  discharged  summarily  on  motion,  unless 
she  has  acted  with  bad  faith,  of  which  no  proof  is 
offered  here. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  In  this  case  the  fact  of  coverture  is 
placed  beyond  dispute ;  and  if  the  parties  went  to  trial 
on  the  plea  of  coverture,  there  could  be  no  doubt  of  the 
result,  so  that  all  the  intermediate  expense  of  pleading 
would  be  thrown  away.  The  marriage  having  been 
known  to  the  drawer  of  the  bill,  the  Defendant  is  en- 
titled to  apply  to  the  Court  for  her  discharge ;  but  as 
she  induced  the  party  to  receive  the  bill  by  represent- 
ations as  to  her  means  of  payment,  the  rule  must  be 
absolute  without  costs. 

Rule  absolute  accordingly. 

{a)   iBittgb,  344. 
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Juneu 


Caunt  V.  Ward. 


A  testator  left 
annuities  of 
oo/.  a  year  to 
two  female 
servants :  one 
of  the  devisees 
married  during 
the  testator's 
lifei  upon 
which}  by  a 
codicil}  he  left 
her  annuity  for 
her  sole  and 
separate  use : 
the  other  hav- 
ing married 
after  his  deaths 
and  there 
being  no  such 
condition  at- 
tached to  her 
annuity) 
Held}  that  it 
passed  to  the 
assignees  of 
her  husband 
upon  his 
becoming 
insolvent. 


T?EPLEFIN  for  goods.  The  Defendant,  as  bdKff  of 
Thomas  Henson  and  Sarah  his  wife,  made  cogni^ 
ance  that  one  William  Hombuckle^  before  and  at  the 
time  of  making  the  devise  thereinafter  next  mentioned, 
and  from  thence  continually  until  and  at  the  time  of  hb 
death,  was  seised  of  the  said  messuage  or  dweliing- 
house,  in  which,  &c.,  with  the  appurtenances^  in  Us 
demesne  as  of  fee;  and  being  so  seised,  the  said  fmiiam 
Hombucklej  long  before  the  Plaintiff  had  any  thing  ia 
the  said  dwelling-house,  in  which,  &c,  to  wit,  oo  the 
31st  of  August  1811,  at,  &C.,  duly  made  and  ptb- 
lished  his  last  will  and  testament  in  writing,  signed  by 
him  the  said  WiUiam  Hombucklej  and  attested  and  sub- 
scribed in  the  presence  of  the  said  William^  Hondmdde 
by  three  credible  witnesses,  and  thereby  declared  his 
mind  and  will  to  be,  that  in  case  Elizabeth  Bates  and  the 
said  Sarah^  then  called  Sarah  BateSj  who  were  then  in 
his  service,  should  continue  in  the  service  of  his  sister 
Elizabeth  Hornbuckle  until  her  decease,  and  should  con- 
duct themselves  towards  her  with  the  like  good  conduct 
they  had  been  accustomed  to  do  towards  him  the  said 
W.  Hornbuckle^  then  and  in  such  case  the  said  W.  Hom^ 
buckle  did  thereby  give  and  devise  unto  them  the  said 
E.  Bates  and  Sarah  the  respective  annual  sums  of  SOt 
each,  free  and  clear  of  all  deductions  whatsoever,  for 
and  during  the  term  of  their  respective  lives;  such  pay- 
ment to  commence  from  the  day  of  the  decease  of  his 
said  sister,  and  to  be  paid  to  the  said  annuitants  by 
equal  quarterly  payments:  and  the  said  W.  Honh 
buckle  did,  by  his  said  will  and  testament,  expressly 
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charge  and  moke  chargeable  the  said  dwelling-house,  in 
which,  &c.,  into  whose  hands  or  possession  soever  the 
same  might  thereafter  come,  with  the  payment  of  the 
said  respective  annuities  of  20/.  each  accordingly :  and 
the  said  JV.  Hombuckle  did  also  will  and  declare,  in 
and  by  his  said  will  and  testament,  that  in  case  either 
of  the  said  annuities,  or  any  part  or  parts  of  them,  or 
either  of  them,  should  at  any  time  continue  in  arrear 
and  unpaid  for  the  space  of  twenty-eight  days  next 
after  the  day  or  time  when  the  same  should  respectively 
become  due  and  payable  as  aforesaid,  that  he  did,  in 
and  by  his  said  will  and  testament,  authorize,  empower, 
and  direct  either  of  them  the  said  annuitants,  whose 
annuity  or  annuities  might  be  so  in  arrear  as  last  afore- 
said, to  enter  into  and  upon  all  or  any  part  or  parts  of 
the  said  dwelling-house,  in  which,  &c.,  and  to  distrain 
for  such  arrears,  and  to  impound,  sell,  or  dispose  of  the 
distress  or  distresses  that  might  be  taken  in  the  usual 
or  ordinary  way,  and  to  act  in  the  same  manner  in  all 
respects  as  landlords  in  general  are  by  law  entitled  to 
act  upon  or  against  their  tenants  for  rent  when  in  arrear, 
and  until  the  full  amount  of  the  arrears  of  the  said 
respective  annuities,  and  all  charges  and  expenses  what- 
soever attending  the  recovery  of  the  same,  should  have 
been  satisfied  and  discharged.  And  afterwards,  and 
whilst  the  said  fV.  Hombuckle  was  so  seised  of  the  said 
dwelling-house,  in  which,  &c.,  and  long  before  the  said 
Plaintiff  had  had  any  thing  therein,  to  wit,  on,  &c., 
at,  &c.,  the  said  JV.  Hombuckle  made  and  published  a 
codicil  in  writing  to  and  as  a  part  of  his  said  will  and 
testament,  duly  signed  by  the  said  fV.  Hombuckle^  and 
attested  and  subscribed  in  the  presence  of  the  said  JV. 
Hombuckle  by  three  credible  witnesses,  and  thereby 
declared  and  directed,  that  in  case  the  said  E.  Bates 
and  the  said  Saraky  then  called  Sarah  BateSy  or  either 
of  them,   should  continue  in  the  service  of  his  said 
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18S1.  sister  until  her  decease  as  aforesaid,  but  not  otherwise^ 
then  the  said  several  and  respective  annuities  or  rent- 
charges  should  go  to  and  be  paid  to  them  the  siud  E. 
Batesj  otherwise  £.  Rocj  (she  the  said  Elizabeth  having 
then  lately  intermarried  with  John  Soe^  of  Badford 
Lane,  manufacturer,)  and  the  said  Sarah,  for  and  during 
their  respective  natural  lives,  generally  and  absolutely, 
and  without  any  contingency,  condition,  or  restrictioo 
whatsoever,  save  and  except  as  last  aforesaid,  and  save 
and  except  that  the  receipt  or  receipts  of  her  the  said 
£.  Boe  should  from  time  to  time,  and  at  all  times, 
during  her  natural  life,  be  a  good  and  sufficient  dis- 
charge or  good  and  sufficient  discharges  for  the  said 
annuity  or  rent-charge  to  any  trustees,'  or  to  the  other 
persons  liable  to  the  payment  of  the  same,  although 
her.  husband  might  not  join  therein  or  sign  the  same, 
inasmuch  as  the  said  W.  Hombuckle  intended  the  same 
for  her  own  sole  and  separate  use  and  benefit,  and  in- 
dependent and  in  exclusion  of  her  said  husband ;  and 
the  said  IV.  Hombuckle  thereby  confirmed  his  said  will 
and  testament  in  all  other  points  and  respects,  save  and 
except  wherein  he  had  altered  the  same  by  the  said 
codicil  as  aforesaid  ;  and  afterwards,  to  wit,  on,  &c*,  at, 
&c,  died  seised  of  the  said  dwelling-house,  in  whidi, 
&C.,  without  having  faltered  or  revoked  his  said  will  and 
codicil :  after  whose  death,  to  wit,  on  the  17th  Jamsary 
1825,  the  said  E.  Hombuckle,  the  sister  of  the  said  W. 
Hombuckle,  also  died,  to  wit,  at,  &c.  And  the  Defend- 
ant further  said,  that  the  said  Sarah  continued  in  the 
service  of  £.  Hombuckle  from  and  after  the  death  of  the 
said  W.  Hombuckle  until  and  at  the  time  of  the  death 
of  the  said  E.  Hombuckle,  to  wit,  at,  &c,  and  that 
after  the  death  of  E.  Hombuckle,  to  wit,  on.  Sec,  sbe 
the  said  Sarah  intermarried  with  the  said  Thomas,  to 
wit,  at,  &c. :  and  because  a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wi^ 
lOL  of  the  said  annuity  or  rent-charge,  for  two  quarters 
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of  a  year  ending  respectively  on  the  17th  of  January  1831. 
and  the  17th  of  April  1830,  and  from  thence  con- 
tinually until  and  at  the  said  time  when,  &&,  was  due 
and  in  arrear  from  the  said  Plaintiff  to  the  said  Tho- 
mas and  Sarah  his  wife,  the  said  sum  and  every  part 
thereof  having  then  been  due  and  in  arrear  more  than 
twenty-eight  days,  he  the  said  Defendant,  as  bailiff 
of  the  said  Thomas  and  Sarah^  well  acknowledged  the 
taking  of  the  said  goods  and  chattels  in  the  said  declar- 
ation mentioned  in  the  said  dwelling-house,  in  which, 
&c.,  as  just,  &&,  as  for  and  in  the  name  of  a  distress 
for  the  said  arrears  of  the  said  annuity  or  rent-charge 
due  and  in  arrear  as  aforesaid. 

The  Plaintiff  pleaded  in  bar,  that  after  the  said 
intermarriage  of  Thomas  Henson  and  Sarahj  and  before 
any  part  of  the  said  annuity  or  rent-charge  so  in  the 
said  cognizance  alleged  to  have  become  due  and  in 
arrear  became  so  due  and  in  arrear,  to  wit,  on  the  9th 
of  January  1 829,  the  said  Thomas  Henson^  then  being 
a  prisoner  in  actual  custody  within  the  walls  of  a 
certain  prison  in  that  part  of  the  United  Kingdom 
called  England^  to  wit,  the  prison  of  the  gaol  of  the 
town  and  county  of  the  town  of  Nottinghamj  upon  pro- 
cess for  and  by  reason  of  a  certain  debt  at  the  suit 
of  WiUiam  ShaiOj  did  duly,  and  according  to  the  direc- 
tions and  provisions  of  the  statute  made  and  provided 
in  the  seventh  year  of  the  reign  of  our  late  King 
George  the  Fourth,  intituled  **  An  Act  to  amend  and 
consolidate  the  laws  for  the  relief  of  insolvent  debtors 
in  England"  apply  by  petition  in  a  summary  way  to 
the  court  for  relief  of  insolvent  debtors  for  his  dis- 
charge from  such  custody  as  aforesaid,  according  to 
the  provisions  of  the  said  act;  which  said  petition 
was  then  duly  subscribed  by  the  said  Thomas  Henson^ 
and  was  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  16th  of  January 
1829,  filed  in  the  said  court,  pursuant  to  the  directions 
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1831.       in  the  said  act  contained.     And  the  Plaintiff  further 
said,  that  Thomas  Hensofi  did  at  the  time  of  subscribing 
the  said  petition,  to  wit,  on,  &c«  at,  &c,  duly  execute 
a  conveyance  and   assignment  to   one  Henry  Danccj 
being  the  provisional  assignee  of  the  said  court,  in  such 
form  as  is  to  the  said  act  annexed,  of,  amongst  other 
things,  all  the  estate,  right,  title,  interest,  in  and  to  all 
the  real  and  personal  estate  and  effects   of  the  said 
Thomas  Hensorij  being  such  prisoner  as  aforesaid,  both 
within  this  realm  and  abroad,  except  wearing  apparel, 
bedding,  and  other  such  necessaries  of  the  said  J^omas 
Henson  and   his  family,   and   the  working  toob  and 
implements  of  the  said  Thomas  Henson^  not  exceed- 
ing in  the  whole  the  value  of  2QL ;  which  said  convey- 
ance and  assignment  so  executed  as  aforesaid,  in  form 
aforesaid,  did  then  and  there^  by  virtue  of  the  said  act^ 
vest  the  said  several  supposed  arrears  of  the  said  an- 
nuity or  ren^-charge  in  the  said  cognisance  mentioned, 
and  all  the  right,  title,  interest,  and  trust  of  the  said 
Thomas  Henson  of,  in,  and  to  the  same,  in  the  said 
Henry  Dance^  as  such  provisional  assignee  of  the  said 
court  as  aforesaid^  to  wit,  at,  &c.     (The  plea  then  stated 
the  conveyance  by  the  provisional  assignee,  under  an 
indenture  of  ISth  March  1829,  of  all  the  interest  vested 
in  him  to  Thomas  Bishop^  Charles  Spencer^  and  TTumas 
Brown  Milnes^  the  permanent  assignees  under  Henson^s 
insolvency.)     And  thereupon,  by  virtue  of  the  said  in- 
denture and  the  said  statute,  the  said  several  supposed 
arrears  of  the  annuity  or  rent-charge  in  the  said  cogni- 
zance mentioned,  and  all  the  riffht,  title,  interest,  and 
trust  of  the  said  Thomas  Henson  ofj  in,  and  to  the  same^ 
did  then  and  there  become  and  were  vested  in  the  said 
Thomas  Bishop,  Charles  Spencer,  and  J^omas  Brown 
Milnes,  as  such  assignees  as  aforesaid^  to  wit,  at,  &c. 
Demurrer  and  joinder. 

RusseB 
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Hussell  Seijt.  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  If  property 
be  given  to  a  feme  covert,  expressly  or  by  necessary 
implication,  for  her  sole  and  separate  use,  and  the 
husband  becomes  bankrupt,  the  commissioners  cannot 
assign  it  to  the  husband's  assignees.  In  Vandenanker  v. 
Ded)oroygh{a\  the  testator  devised  800/.,  to  be  paid  with- 
in six  months  after  his  death,  to  one  Mr.  Buffine^  in  trust 
to  lay  it  out  and  invest  it  in  a  purchase  for  the  benefit  of 
the  voife  of  J.  S. ;  and  to  settle  it  so  that  after  her  death 
it  might  come  to  her  children,  and  the  interest  in  the 
mean  time  be  paid  to  such  person  as  ought  to  receive 
the  profits.  J.  <S.  became  a  bankrupt ;  and  the  Plaintiff, 
«s  his  assignee,  sought  to  have  the  interest  of  the  money 
decreed  to  him  during  the  joint  lives  of  baron  and 
'feme.  But  the  Court  held,  that  this  not  being  any  trust 
created  by  the  husband,  nor  any  thing  carved  out  of  his 
estatef  but  given  by  a  relation  of  the  wife's,  and  intended 
for  her  support  and  maintenance,  it  was  not  liable  to  the 
creditors  of  the  husband ;  and  that  the  Plaintiff  had  no 
title  thereunto  as  assignee  of  the  commission  of  bank- 
rupt; and  therefore  decreed  that  it  should  be  paid  to 
Sa^ne  the  trustee,  to  be  laid  out  in  land,  and  settled 
according  to  the  will.  In  Jacobson  v.  Williams  (i),  where 
the  husband,  before  he  had  received  his  wife's  fortune, 
became  bankrupt,  it  was  held,  that  the  assignees  should 
not  receive  it  without  making  some  provision  for  the  wife^ 
And  although  when  a  husband  becomes  bankrupt^  all 
such  property  of  the  wife  as  he  could  assign  or  release 
.passes  by  the  commissioners'  assignment  to  the  as^ 
signees,  MiUs  v.  Williams  (c),  yet  they  take  it  subject  to 
the  equity  of  providing  for  the  wife:  Bosvily.  Brander{d\ 
JEx  parte  Coysegame  {e).    In  Bosvil  v.  Branderj  where  a 


(a)  %  Fern,  ^6* 

(b)  1P.fFmj.3S2. 
{e)  I  P.  fFms*  249. 
(d)  1P.fFmj.A5S. 


(e)  I  jftk.  19s.,  more  fullf 
reported  in  Cookers  Bankrupt 
La<wj9  2B3. 
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abroad  which  such  prisoner  may  purchase,  or  which  18S1. 
may  revert,  descend,  be  devised  or  bequeathed,  or  come 
to  him  or  her  before  he  or  she  shall  become  entitled  to 
his  or  her  final  discharge  in  pursuance  of  this  act,  ac- 
cording to  the  adjudication  made  in  that  behalf;  or  in 
case  such  prisoner  shall  obtain  his  or  her  discharge 
firom  custody  without  any  adjudication  being  made  in 
the  matter  of  his  or  her  petition,  then  before  such 
prisoner  shall  be  at  large  and  out  of  custody ;  and  of  all 
debts  due  or  growing  due  to  such  prisoner,  or  to  be 
due  to  him  or  her  before  such  discharge  as  aforesaid ; 
and  such  conveyance  and  assignment  so  executed  as 
aforesaid,  in  form  aforesaid,  shall  vest  all  the  real  and 
personal  estate  and  effects  of  such  prisoner,  and  ail  such 
fbtore  real  and  personal  estate  and  effects  as  aforesaid, 
of  every  nature  and  kind  whatsoever,  and  all  such  debts 
as  aforesaid,  in  the  said  provisional  assignee."  But  the 
general  words  of  the  act  must  be  restrained  to  effect  the 
intention  of  the  legislature,  and  no  more;  as  general 
words  in  a  will,  though  sufficient  to  carry  a  mortgage 
estate,  will  not  pass  such  mortgage  estate  if  the  devise 
oontain  limitations  incompatible  with  its  passing:  Galliers 
V.  Moss,  (a) 

Jones  Serjt,  contrdj  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Park  J.  The  Court  entertains  no  doubt  on  this 
case.  The  argument  has  turned  rather  on  what  might 
liave  been  the  effect  of  a  devise  to  the  separate  use  of 
the  female,  than  on  the  language  actually  employed  by 
the  testator.  I  do  not  impeach  the  principle,  that  trust 
property  does  not  pass  to  the  assignees  of  an  insolvent 
debtor ;  but  there  is  nothing  in  these  pleadings  to  shew 
that  any  trust  was  raised  in  the  insolvent.     The  testator 

{a)  9J5.  afC.a67. 
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1831. 


Simpson  v.  Rackham.  J*^  i. 

n^HE  Plaintiff  and  Defendant  in  this  case  were  part-  Plaintiff  and 

ners  as   attornies  and   solicitors;   and  there  were  p^""<^*»^ 

being  partners, 
▼arious  accounts  subsisting  between  them  relative  to  and  Defendant 

several  different  terms  of  partnership  in  which  they  had  ^«i"g  indebted 
been  engaged.     Independently  of  these  partnership  ac-  ^  geparate 
counts,  there  was  a  separate  account  of  monies  due  from  account,  it  was 

^  Defendant  to  the  Plaintiff.    To  recover  the  balance  of  ^^f"*®^  ^ 

tween  them 

this  separate  account  the  present  action  was  brought,  in  that  Plaintiff* 

ivhich  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  Plaintiff  at  the  last  Nor-  should  take 

JM  assizes  for  the  sum  of  5950/.  135.  lOrf. ;  with  leave  for  5,^^^  ^n  his 

the  Defendant  to  move  to  set  it  aside  and  enter  a  non-  separate  ac- 

suit,  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  right  of  ^ouni  for  six 
•     •/*•  111  J    1   months,  nrom 

the  Plamtiff  to  recover  this  balance  had  been  suspended  March  zst 

by  any  agreement  between  the  parties.  ^8»7»  and 

Three  agreements  were  given  in  evidence  at  the  trial,  afterwards- 
The  first,  dated  the  9th  of  March  1827,  was  contained  that  the  part- 
in  certain  answers  made  by  the  PlaintiflFto  proposals  of  ^*""'P  *<^- 

"^  *^    .  counts  should 

the  Defendant,  and   agreed  to  by  both  parties.      By  be  made  up, 

those  answers  the  Plaintiff  agreed  to  accept  a  irross  sum  and  the  De- 

of  1300/.  for  interest  on  the  account  delivered,  (that  is,  ^^  ^j^^ 

the  separate  or  private  account,)  to  be  forthwith  made  up  ceeds  go  to- 

to  the  1st  of  March  1827;  and  no  interest  was  to  be  }f*^'l^*    ^ 

liquidation  of 

daimed  by  the  Defendant  for  money  in  the  Plaintiffs  his  separate 
hands  on  the  partnership  account.  debt;  that  the 

The  PlaintiflF  further  agreed  that  he  would  be  con-  ^ceive  sums 
tent  to  accept  2^  per  cent,  for  interest  on   the   same  due  to  the 

firm,  dischai^ 
partnership  debts,  and  apply  the  balance  towards  discharging  the  Defendant's  separate 
debt ;  that  the  partnership  might  be  dissolved  any  zst  of  January  on  six  months'  notice 
being  given,  but  that  in  consequence  of  the  Plaintiflf's  concessions  as  to  interest,  it 
was  expected  there  should  be  no  dissolution  on  ist  of  January  next  ensuing: 

Held,  that  this  agreement  did  not  suspend  the  PIaintifl*'s  right  to  sue  the  De- 
ffndtnt  for  the  separate  debt  due  from  him  to  the  Plaintiff. 

private 
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1831.        private  account  from  the  same  1st  of  Marxh  for  six 
'  "^  ^      months ;  but  that  after  that  period  the  rate  of  interest 

S>IMP80N 

P.  should  be  at  5  per  cent. 

Rackbam.         j^  ^^  ^YiQ^  agreed  that  the  share  of  the  Defendant 

of  the  partnership  money  then  in  the  Plaintiff's  baodsi 
on  account  of  certain  periods  of  seven  years  and  teq 
years  then  making  up,  should  be  applied  in  liquidatioa 
of  the  balance  of  the  private  account ;  but  that  all  the 
bills  to  be  received  should  be  taken  by  the  PIainti£^  and 
applied,  in  the  first  place,  to  discharge  the  agents'  biUi^ 
and  any  other  claims  on  the  partnership  account,  and 
then  in  discharge  of  the  balance  due  from  the  Defend- 
ant to  the  Plaintiff. 

The  Plaintiff  then  consented  that  certain  busineM 
arising  out  of  his  offices  of  town-clerk  and  derk  of  the 
peace  should  be  brought  into  the  partnerabip  aooooot; 
that  the  Defendant  should  be  allowed  to  draw  fi>r  cer- 
tain sums  to  a  considerable  amount,  which  were  to  be 
settled  at  the  end  of  each  year ;  that  from  the  1st  of 
March  the  former  proportions  of  profits  should  cease, 
and  the  business  be  equally  divided,  the  Plaintiff  being 
allowed  to  charge  100/.  per  annum  for  rent,  taxes,  kc» 
That  the  Plaintiff  should,  in  consequence,  be  paid  in- 
terest at  the  rate  of  5  per  cent,  on  the  advances  to  the 
Defendant  before  mentioned ;  that  monies  advanced  bjr 
either  party  to  the  partnership  should  be  repaid  at 
5  per  cent ;  that  the  partnership  might  be  dissolved  on 
any  1st  of  January^  by  either  party  giving  six  months' 
notice :  but  that  the  concessions  respecting  the  interest 
and  otherwise  must  be  considered  to  be  made  by  the 
Plaintiff  in  the  expectation  that  the*  partnership  should 
not  be  dissolved  on  the  1st  oi  January  then  next. 

The  second  agreement  of  the  17th  oi  April  1828  was 
no  further  material  than  as  it  recognized  the  right  of 
the  Plaintiff  to  retain  the  Defendant's  share  of  the  part- 
nership monies  under  the  agreement  of  the  9th  of  MarA 
1827* 

On 
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On  the  11th  of  Augiisi  1828  an  agreement  was  en- 
tered into  between  the  parties,  by  which  it  was  provided 
that  the  partnership  should  be  dissolved  on  the  1st  of 
September  then  next,  and  provision  was  made  for  com- 
pleting the  accounts  to  the  1st  of  March  1827$  by  cer- 
tain persons  therein  named ;  if  any  difference  should 
arise  between  them  respecting  the  accounts,  the  disputed 
points  were  to  be  referred  to  a  barrister,  whose  deter- 
Hiination  was  to  be  conclusive ;  and  the  balance  which 
might  appear  to  be  due  to  the  Defendant  was  to  be  car- 
ried to  his  credit  on  the  private  account  The  partner- 
ship account,  from  the  1st  of  March  to  the  dissolution, 
was  to  be  examined  in  like  manner,  and  the  Plainti£f 
repaid  his  advance  with  interest  at  5  per  cent,  on  the 
bUls  to  be  received. 

It  was  then  provided,  that  the  Defendant  should  im- 
mediately proceed  to  complete  all  the  partnership  bills 
and  accounts  up  to  the  time  of  the  dissolution,  pursuant 
to  the  agreement  of  the  9th  of  March  1827 ;  that  the 
Plaintiff  should  be  at  liberty  to  approve  of  all,  and 
to  make  out  any,  bills  which  he  might  think  proper ; 
that  the  Defendant's  share  of  ail  the  money  to  be  re- 
ceived should  be  carried  to  the  credit  of  his  private 
account  until  that  account  should  be  discharged,  when 
the  money  was  to  be  divided  between  the  parties  accord- 
ing to  their  respective  shares ;  and  that  the  Defendant 
should  be  allowed  for  his  trouble,  and  for  clerks  and 
incidental  expenses,  4  per  cent,  on  the  gross  amount 
received,  to  be  paid  or  allowed  to  him  out  of  the  part- 
nership assets. 

There  was  a  provision  for  allowing  25021  to  the  De- 
fendant on  his  private  account,  in  satisfaction  of  his 
demand  for  extra  trouble. 

And,  lastly,  it  was  provided,  that  nothing  contained 
in  that  agreement  should  in  any  maimer  alter  or  affect 
the  agreement  entered  into  on  the  9th  of  March  1827^ 

but 
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18S1.  but  that  the  same  should  in  all  respects  be  fully  per- 

* -'  -  —''  formed. 

V.  The  partnership  accounts  remained  unsettled  at  the 

Racxham.  ^j^g  ^f  ^^  action. 

A  rule  nisi  having  been  obtained,  pursuant  to  leate 
reserved  at  the  trial,  to  set  aside  the  verdict  for  the 
Plaintiff  and  enter  a  nonsuit,  on  the  ground  that  by  the 
terms  of  these  agreements  the  Plaintiff  was  precluded 
from  suing  in  respect  of  his  private  account  till  the 
balance  resulting  from  the  partnership  account  shoold 
have  been  ascertained, 

Taddy  and  Bompas  Seijts.,  who  shewed  cause,'  con- 
tended that  there  was  nothing  in  the  agreements  to 
indicate  any  suspension  of  the  Plaintiff's  right  to  sue  in 
respect  of  his  private  account.  It  was  clear  he  might 
have  sued  for  that  in  1827*  The  partnership  accounts 
were  then  unsettled ;  they  continued  unsettled ;  and  so 
might  continue  for  a  long  time  to  come;  but  because 
the  Plaintiff  had  consented  to  put  them  in  a  train  of 
settlement,  his  rights  on  the  private  account  were  not 
postponed  or  varied,  and  the  agreements  disclosed  no 
consideration  for  his  relinquishing  any  portion  of  such 
rights. 

The  stipulation,  that  any  balance  forthcoming  on  the 
partnership  account  should  be  applied  in  dischaigeof 
the  Defendant's  private  account,  was  meant  only  to  apply 
to  the  possible  case  of  the  state  of  the  partnership  account 
being  at  once  or  speedily  ascertained. 

Jones  Serjt.  contra.  It  never  could  have  been  the 
intention  of  the  parties  that  the  Plaintiff  should  receive 
and  retain  the  large  sums  on  the  paitnership  account 
contemplated  by  the  agreement  of  the  9th  of  Mardij  or 
that  he  should  receive  2\  per  cent,  on  his  private  ac- 
count for  six  months  at  least,  and  yet  be  permitted 

instantly 
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instantly  to  sue  the  Defendant  The  stipulation,  that 
the  balance  of  the  partnership  account  should  be  applied 
in  discharge  of  the  sum  due  on  the  private  account,  is 
incompatible  with  a  right  to  sue  on  the  private  account 
before  the  partnership  balance  is  ascertained ;  and  there 
is  sufficient  consideration  for  such  a  stipulation,  inasmuch 
as  it  was  beneficial  to  both  parties  that  their  affairs 
should  be  so  arranged,  and  the  necessity  of  cross  suits 
be  avoided.  There  is  also  a  further  consideration  in 
the  agreement  to  pay  interest. 

Till  the  partnership  accounts  should  be  closed,  it 
would  be  impossible  for  the  Plaintiff  to  specify  the 
amount  for  which  he  should  enter  judgment ;  and  the 
Defendant  would  be  placed  on  an  unequal  footing,  inas- 
mach  as  it  would  be  impossible  for  him  to  sue  for  the  part- 
nership balance  till  the  partnership  had  been  concluded. 
A  partner  cannot  so  much  as  file  a  bill  for  an  account 
without  consenting  to  a  dissolution  of  partnership.  FoT'-^ 
man  v.  Homfray  (a),  Waters  v.  Taylor.  (6)  But  Tatlock 
▼•  Smith  (c)  shews  that  the  right  of  a  creditor  to  sue  may 
be  suspended  by  an  agreement  with  the  debtor  incom- 
paUble  with  an  instant  suit  on  the  part  of  the  creditor. 
In  that  case,  by  an  agreement  between  defendants  and 
their  creditors,  all  defendants'  stock  in  trade  was  placed 
in  the  hands  of  trustees  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors ; 
and  the  defendants  were  to  execute  to  the  trustees  a 
conveyance  of  all  their  estate,  in  which  deed  were  to  be 
inserted  all  other  usual  clauses:  the  trustees  carried 
on  defendants'  business,  and  paid  the  creditors  105.  in 
the  pound:  they  then  tendered  for  execution  by  de- 
fendants a  conveyance  of  all  their  estate,  containing  a 
clause  of  release,  which  the  defendants  objected  to  as 
insufficient,  and  refused  to  execute  the  conveyance.  The 
instrument  not  having  been  executed  by  all  the  ere- 
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ditors,  a  meeting,  at  which  the  defendants  were  called 
on  to  execute,  was  adjourned,  that  the  signature  of 
every  creditor  might  be  obtained ;  and  it  was  held,  that 
the  plaintiffs,  who,  as  creditors,  were  parties  to  the  above 
agreement,  could  not  sue  for  their  original  debt,  at  least 
till  the  conveyance,  such  as  it  was,  had  been  executed 
by  all  the  creditors,  and  refused  by  the  defendantSt 
So  in  Stracey  v.  The  Bank  of  England  {a)  i  certain 
stock  of  the  plaintiffs  was  transferred  under  a  foi^ged 
power  of  attorney;  the  Bank  of  England  offered  to 
replace  the  stock,  if  the  plaintiffs  would  first  prove  the 
amount  under  a  commission  of  bankruptcy  issued  against 
a  firm  in  which  the  forger  of  the  power  had  been  a  partr 
ner;  after  this  offer  the  plaintiffs  received  a  dividend, 
and  engaged  to  tender  a  proof  of  their  demand  under 
the  commission  of  bankruptcy :  it  was  held,  that  they 
could  not  sue  the  Bank  in  respect  of  the  stock  till  the; 
had  fulfilled  their  engagement  to  tender  the  proof  under 
the  commission  of  bankruptcy. 

Cur.adxkVuU. 


Park  J,  {b)  This  case  was  tried  before  my  brother 
Gasdee,  and  there  was  a  verdict  for  the  PlaiutiS  It 
now  comes  before  us,  upon  a  motion  to  set  aside  that 
verdict  and  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

The  Plaintiff  and  Defendant  in  this  case  were  partners, 
as  attornies  and  solicitors,  and  there  were  various  accounts 
subsisting  between  them  relative  to  several  different  terms 
of  partnership  in  which  they  had  been  engaged.  But, 
independently  of  these  partnership  accounts,  there  wa$ 
a  private  account  of  monies  due  from  the  Defendant  to 
the  Plaintiff.  To  recover  the  balance  of  this  separate 
account  the  present  action  was  brought,  in  which  a  ver- 
dict has  been  found  for  the  Plaintiff  for  the  sum  of 
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5950/.  ISs.  lOd.;  and  the  only  question  now  to  be  con- 
sidered is,  whether  the  right  of  the  Plaintiff  to  recover 
this  balance  has  been  suspended  by  any  agreement  be- 
tween the  parties?  Unless  some  agreement  to  this 
eflfect  can  be  shewn,  the  Plaintiff's  right  to  recover  must 
be  admitted. 

Three  agreements  have  been  referred  to.  The  first, 
dated  the  9th  March  1827,  is  contained  in  certain  an- 
swers made  by  the  Plaintiff  to  proposals  of  the  Defend- 
ant, and  agreed  to  by  both  parties.  The  Plaintiff,  in 
the  first  place,  agrees  to  accept  a  gross  sum  of  1300/.  for 
interest  on  the  account  delivered  (that  is,  the  private 
account),  to  be  forthwith  made  up  to  the  1st  March 
1827;  and  no  interest  is  to  be  claimed  by  the  Defend- 
ant for  money  in  the  Plaintiff's  hands  on  the  partner- 
Aip  account. 

This  is  a  mutual  stipulation,  in  which  it  must  be 
supposed  that  the  parties  considered  and  acted  upon 
their  own  views  of  their  respective  rights. 

The  Plaintiff  next  agrees,  that  he  will  be  content  to 
accept  2^  per  cent,  for  interest  on  the  account  (that  is, 
the  same  private  account),  from  the  same  1st  March ^ 
fer  six  months,  and  that  after  that  period  the  rate  of 
interest  shall  be  at  5  per  cent  No  difficulty  appears 
to  have  been  expected  to  arise  on  the  items  of  the  ac- 
count ;  but  it  is  agreed,  that  if  there  should  be  any,  it 
should  be  referred  to  Mr.  Unthank. 

Some  difference  having  arisen  upon  certain  itenxs  of 
the  account,  they  were  referred  to  Mr.  Untiiank^  who 
ascertained  the  balance.  By  the  stipulations  above 
mentioned,  the  sum  to  be  received  for  interest  to  the 
1st  Marchj  and  the  rate  of  interest  which  the  account 
was  afterwards  to  bear,  are  ascertained ;  but  there  is  no 
provision  by  which  the  Plaintiff  is  restrained  from  call- 
ing for  his  debt,  with  interest  according  to  the  stipulated 
rate^  or  the  Defendant  from  paying  it,  with  interest  at 
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such  rate^  according  to  the  convenience  of  the  respective 
parties.  The  agreement  then  goes  on  to  say,  diat  the 
share  of  the  Defendant  of  the  partnership  money  then 
in  the  Plaintiff's  hands,  on  account  of  certain  perieds  of 
seven  years  and  ten  years  then  making  up,  should  be 
applied  in  liquidation  of  the  balance,  viz.  of  the  private 
account ;  but  that  all  the  bills  to  be  received  should  be 
taken  by  the  Plaintiff,  and  applied,  in  the  first  place^  to 
discharge  the  agent's  bills,  and  any  other  claims  on  the 
business  account,  and  then  in  discharge  of  the  balaooe 
due  from  the  Defendant  to  the  Plaintiff. 

The  effect  of  this  stipulation  appears  to  be,  to  provide 
that  all  claims  upon  the  partnership  shall  first  be  dis- 
charged before  either  party  shall  have  any  claim  upoo 
the  funds,  and  that  no  part  of  the  surplus  shall  be  paid 
over  to  the  Defendant  till  the  whole  of  his  private  debt 
to  the  Plaintiff  shall  have  been  paid ;  a  stipulation  which 
appears  to  be  reasonable  enough,  it  being  apparent  that 
the  Defendant  was  largely  indebted  to  the  Plaintiff. 

The  Plaintiff  then  consents  that  certain  business 
arising  out  of  his  affairs  of  town-clerk  and  clerk  of 
the  peace  shall  be  brought  into  the  partnership  ac- 
count ;  that  the  Defendant  shall  be  allowed  to  draw  for 
certain  sums  to  a  considerable  amount,  which  are  to  be 
settled  at  the  end  of  each  year;  that  from  the  1st  of 
March  the  former  proportions  of  profits  shall  cease^  and 
the  business  be  equally  divided,  the  Plaindff  being 
allowed  to  charge  100/.  per  annum  for  rent,  taxes,  &c. 

That  the  Plaintiff  shall  in  consequence  be  paid  in- 
terest at  the  rate  of  5  per  cent  on  the  advances  to  the 
Defendant  before  mentioned ;  and  that  monies  advanced 
by  either  party  to  the  partnership  shall  be  repaid  at  5  per 
cent.  That  the  partnership  may  be  dissolved  on  any 
1st  of  January  by  either  party  giving  six  months'  notice: 
but  that  the  concessions  respecting  the  interest,  and 
otherwbe,  must  be  considered  to  be  made  by  the  Plain- 
tiff 
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liff  in  the  expectation  that  the  partnership  be  not  dis^ 
solved  on  the  1st  oi  January  then  next. 

The  second  agreement  of  the  1 7th  April  1828,  is  no 
further  material  than  as  it  recognizes  the  right  of  the 
Plaintiff  to  retain  the  Defendant's  share  of  the  partner- 
ship monies  under  the  agreement  of  the  9th  March  1827> 

On  the  11th  August  1828  an  agreement  was  entered 
into  between  the  parties,  by  which  it  was  provided  that 
the  partnership  should  be  dissolved  on  the  1st  of  Sep^ 
tember  then  next;  and  provision  is  made  for  completing 
the  accounts  to  the  1st  March  1827  by  certain  persons 
therein  named :  if  any  difference  should  arise  between 
them  respecting  the  accounts,  the  disputed  point  was  to 
be  referred  to  a  barrister,  whose  determination  was  to 
be  conclusive,  and  the  balance  which  might  appear  to 
be  due  to  the  Defendant  was  to  be  carried  to  his  credit 
on  the  private  account:  the  partnership  account  from 
the  1st  of  March  to  the  dissolution  was  to  be  examined 
in  like  manner,  and  the  Plaintiff  repaid  his  advances 
with  interest  at  5  per  cent,  on  the  bills  to  be  received : 
it  was  then  provided  that  the  Defendant  should  imme- 
diately proceed  to  complete  all  the  partnership  bills  and 
accounts  up  to  the  time  of  the  dissolution,  pursuant  to 
the  agreement  of  the  9th  March  1827,  and  that  the 
Plaintiff  should  be  at  liberty  to  approve  of  all  and  to 
make  out  any  bills  which  he  might  think  proper,  and 
that  the  Defendant's  share  of  all  the  money  to  be 
received  should  be  carried  to  the  credit  of  his  private 
account  until  that  account  should  be  discharged,  when 
the  money  was  to  be  divided  between  the  parties  accord- 
ing to  their  respective  shares ;  and  the  Defendant  was 
to  be  allowed  for  his  trouble,  and  for  clerks  and  inci- 
dental expenses,  4  per  cent,  on  the  gross  amount 
received,  to  be  paid  or  allowed  to  him  out  of  the  part- 
nership assets. 

This  agreement  contemplates  the  case  of  the  Defend- 
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ant,  after  the  dissolution,  completing  the  acooants  to 
that  time,  and  provides  as  before,  that  he  diall  not  be 
entitled  to  take  to  himself  any  part  of  bis  share  of  the 
partnership  money  till  he  shall  have  discharged  the 
amount  of  his  debt  to  the  Plaintiff  on  the  private 
account. 

There  is  a  provision  for  allowing  9501.  to  the  De* 
fendant  on  his  private  account  in  sadsfisictioa  of  his 
demand  for  extra  trouble. 

And,  lastly,  it  is  provided  that  nothing  contained  m 
that  agreement  shall  in  any  manner  alter  or  aSoci  the 
agreement  entered  into  on  the  9th  March  18279  but 
that  the  same  shall  in  all  respects  be  fully  perfbrmed 

These  agreements  are  not  so  accurately  and  per* 
spicuously  drawn  as  perhaps  they  might  have  been; 
and,  therefore,  they  have  obliged  us  to  take  a  veiy 
deliberate  consideration  of  them. 

At  first  view  it  seemed  difficult  to  say,  that  the  parties 
could  have  intended  that  the  Plaintiff  should  be  at 
liberty  to  maintain  an  action  against  the  Defendant  as 
soon  as  the  deed  of  March  1827  was  entered  into^  and 
yet  to  retain  and  receive  such  large  sums  of  mooey  to 
be  applied  in  liquidation  of  the  demand ;  and  a  greater 
colour  also  was  given  to  such  a  doubt,  because,  by  the 
stipulation  of  interest  at  2^  per  cent,  for  six  months^  it 
seemed  probable  that  it  was  in  the  contemplation  of 
the  contracting  parties  to  suspend  any  proceeding  at 
law  for  that  period  at  least. 

And  one  of  my  learned  brothers  has  still  some  little 
difficulty;  but  those  doubts  are  not  sufficient  in  his 
judgment  to  induce  him  to  come  to  a  different  con- 
clusion from  the  rest  of  the  Court. 

For,  on  the  other  hand,  it  is  certainly  quite  dear  that 
there  is  no  precise  stipulation  for  a  suspension;  and, 
therefore,  how  can  the  Court  say  to  what  period  that 
suspension  should  extend  ? 

The 


iM  THE  First  Year  op  WILLIAM  IV. 


627 


The  stipulation  also,  that  the  Defendant's  share  of 
the  partnership  assets,  when  received  by  the  Plaintiff, 
should  go  in  discharge  of  the  private  debt,  is  an  ad' 
vantage  to  the  Defendant,  for  it  gives  to  him  a  legal  set- 
off to  that  extent:  whereas,  without  such  stipulation,  the 
Plaintiff  might  have  sued  for  the  ^ohcle  private  debtf  and 
left  the  Defendant  to  a  suit  in  equity  to  recover  his 
share.  This  seems  another  reason  for  not  considering 
any  thing  in  the  agreement  as  amounting  to  a  sus- 
pension. 

If  then  the  agreement  of  the  9th  March  1827  did  not 
amount  to  a  stipulation  to  suspend  the  Plaintiff's  right 
to  sue  on  the  private  account,  there  seems  to  be  no 
ground  for  contending  that  the  last  agreement  of  the 
11th  August  1828  had  that  effect. 

The  effect  of  both  these  agreements,  so  far  as  re- 
gards the  private  account,  seems  to  be,  to  ensure  to  the 
Plaintiff  the  right  to  have  the  Defendant's  share  of  the 
partnership  monies,  whenever  ascertained,  applied  in 
discharge  of  his  separate  claim  upon  the  Defendant,  in 
consideration  of  certain  concessions  made  by  the  Plain- 
tiff^ without  restricting  the  right  of  the  Plaintiff  to 
enforce  his  claim  by  action  whenever  he  should  think 
fit  to  resort  to  that  remedy.  And  any  delay  which  may 
have  been  occasioned  in  making  up  the  partnership 
accounts,  and  ascertaining  the  Defendant's  share  of  the 
partnership  monies,  will  not  afford  any  legal  ground 
for  suspending  the  Plaintiff's  right  of  action  for  his 
separate  debt. 

If  this  be,  as  we  think  upon  full  consideration  it  is, 
the  right  view  of  the  case,  the  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 
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June  $.  WhITAKER  V.  TaTHAM. 


I*  An  execn-   HTHE  action  which  formed  the  basis  of  the  following 

tor  cumot  take         order  of  reference  and  award  was  brought  by  the 

toe  residue  or    >f^.  •     .^^«        •         .     _ ^  /*     ^  «  •  • 

a  tettator's        Plaintiff  against  the  Defendant  as  the  surviving  executor 

property  for     of  Randal  fVdllworthj  to  recover  a  debt  alleged  to  be 

u    ^^  u       due  from  the  testator, 
benefits  where 

the  will  con-  At  the  time  the  Action  was  tried  there  was  a  suit 

tains  a  specific  pending  in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  in  which  TArs.  Jane 

bequest  to  hun  *^  "  ,.      .  -  , 

for  his  care      Dawkins  was  Plaintiff,  who  claimed  a  distribution  of  toe 

«nd  trouble,  iresidue  of  the  testator's  property.     That  suit  was  also 

'den    of  a  ^^^^  tt  subject  of  the  reference,  and  Mrs.  Jane  Dawkim 

testator's  de-  Was  made  a  party  to  the  order  by  consent 

darations  caA  ^^^  principal  question  to  be  determined  by  the  Court 

ceived  to  Aew  "^^^  "whether  the  arbitrator's  award,  '^  That  the  said 

what  hb  in-  Jane  tkiwkins  is  not  entitled  to  such  residue,  or  to  call 

*TS«^*  ^^'rf  upoil  the  said  Defendant  for  any  account  of  the  same^** 

making  his  was  right  ? 

will.  'pjjg  arbitrator  found  and  declared,  that  Randal  WaB" 

3.  Such 
evidence  of      *ooorth  did,  on  the  Hth  of  June  1823,  duly  make  aud 

declarations  in  publish  his  will  in  writing,  executed  so  as  to  pass  red 

inethe^re^ue  ^^^^5  ®^^  ^^  ^^  ^^  ^f  December  1824  executed  a 
to  the  exeoF-    todicil  to  the  will,  which  will  and  codicil  were  as  fbl- 

tor,  cannot  be  lows:—"  I,  Randal  WaUwarth,  give,  devise,  and  be- 

f'eoeived  where 

the  will  cbn-    ^l^eath  to  my  executors  hereinafter  named  all  my  real 

tains  a  specific  and  personal  estate,  upon  trust  that  they,  my  said 
wcmo/**  *  trustees,  or  the  survivor  of  them,  do  and  shall,  wiih 
all  convenient  speed  after  my  decease,  satisfy  and 
discharge  my  just  debts  and  funeral  and  testamentary 
charges,  and  also  pay  unto  my  executors  the  sum  of 
20/.  each  for  the  trouble  they  will  have  in  the  exe- 
cution of  this  my  will ;  and  then,  upon  trust  out  of  the 
dividends  and  interest  of  the  said  trust-monies,  to  pay 

unto 
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unto  Aiy  daughter  Jane  Dawkinsj  wife  of  Nathaniel 
DawktnSf  for  and  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life, 
one  annuity  or  yearly  sum  of  46/.  clear  of  all  deductions 
whatsoever,  by  half-yearly  equal  payments,  the  said 
annuity  not  to  be  subject  to  the  control  or  engage- 
ments of  her  present  or  any  future  husband,  and  her 
receipt  only  to  be  a  sufficient  discharge  to  my  trustee  or 
trustees  for  the  same ;  the  said  sum  of  46/.  per  annum 
to  be  paid  out  of  1000/.  new  4  per  cent,  annuities; 
and  6/.  per  annum  out  of  long  annuities  now  standing 
in  my  name  in  the  books  of  the  governor  and  company 
of  the  Bank  of  England.  And  I  do  declare,  that  if  she 
the  said  Jane  DawJdns  sells  or  attempts  to  sell  the  said 
annuity,  or  any  part  thereof,  I  direct  the  same  shall 
cease  and  be  no  longer  payable.  And  it  is  my  further 
wish  that  the  said  stock  be  transferred  into  the  names 
of  Charles  Toddj  William  Henry  Tatham^  and  Robert 
WhUakeTf  as  trustees  for  the  said  annuity;  and  it  is 
my  further  wish,  that  in  case  Nathaniel  Dawkins  sur- 
vives his  present  wife,  my  daughter  Jane  Dawkins^  that 
tbey»  my  hereinafter-named  executors,  do  pay  unto  the 
said  Nathaniel  Dawkins  the  sum  of  200/.  as  a  free  gift. 
And  it  is  my  further  wish,  that  in  case  of  the  demise  of 
the  said  Jane  Dawkinsy  the  remainder  of  my  funded 
property  in  the  new  4  per  cent,  annuities  and  long 
annuities,  after  deducting  the  gift  of  200/.,  be  divided 
amongst  my  great  grandchildren  at  my  demise  in  equal 
proportions,  at  the  discretion  of  my  executors.  And 
I  further  desire,  that  my  house  that  I  now  live  in, 
situated  at  Bamet^  and  the  shares  I  now  hold  in  the 
Hope  fire  office,  be  disposed  of  for  the  purpose  of  set- 
tling my  just  debts  and  demands,  as  mentioned  in  the 
former  part  of  this  my  will ;  and  if  there  should  be  any 
money  remaining,  my  wish  is  that  my  executors  do  dis- 
pose of  it  agreeably  to  their  own  discretion.    Lastly,  1 

do 
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do  hereby  nominate  and  appoint  my  friends  Charia 
Todd  of  IsUngUm^  Middlesex^  gent^  and  William  Henry 
Tatham  o(  Islington,  gent.,  my  executors  of  this  my  last 
will  and  testament  for  the  purposes  herein  expressed, 
revoking  all  former  wills  and  dispositions  by  me  made. 
In  witness  whereof,"  &c. 

Codicil:—-*'  This  is  my  request,  that  my  daughter, 
Mrs.  Danokins,  is  at  my  decease  to  have  my  night* 
table,  coal-box,  dining-table,  and  watch;  my  grand* 
daughter,  Jane  Whitaker,  to  have  both  chests  of  drawen 
that  stand  in  my  bed-room  and  the  passage,  and  like- 
wise my  bookcase;  and  all  the  rest  of  the  fumitar^ 
and  whatever  remains  in  the  house,  to  belong  to  Mnt 
Ht^hesr 

The  said  Randal  WaUworth  died  on  the  23d  of 
January  1825,  without  altering  or  revoking  his  stid 
will,  except  as  to  the  said  codicil. 

The  said  Nathaniel  Dawkins  died  before  the  com- 
mencement of  the  said  suit  in  equity,  or  the  saki  action 
in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas;  and  the  said  will  and 
codicil  were  proved  on  the  1st  o(  March  1825,  by  the 
said  William  Henry  Tatham  and  Charles  Todd^  the  exe- 
cutors therein  named. 

The  said  Jane  Iknokins^  at  the  time  of  the  death  of 
the  said  Randal  WaUworth,  was,  and  from  thenceforth 
hitherto  had  been,  the  next  of  kin  to  the  said  Randal 
WaUworth ;  and  the  several  matters  and  things  mentioned 
in  the  said  codicil  were,  before  the  commencement  of  the 
said  suit  in  equity  or  of  the  said  action,  delivered  by  the 
said  executors  to  the  several  persons  to  whom  the  same 
were  respectively  bequeathed  by  such  codicil. 

The  said  Randal  WaUworth,  on  several  occasions 
after  the  making  the  said  will,  and  on  the  last  occasion 
within  a  very  few  days  of  his  death,  declared  it  to  be  his 
will  and  intention  that  the  said  executors  in  the  said  will 

named 
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named  should  have  and  take  the  residue  of  his  property, 
after  satisfying  the  bequests  made  in  and  by  the  sud 
lirHl  and  codicil,  to  and  for  their  own  benefit. 

The  arbitrator  then  found, 

That  the  executors  in  the  will  named  were,  by  the 
tenns  of  the  will  itself,  entitled  to  take  and  retain  the 
said  residne  to  and  for  their  own  use  and  benefit,  and 
abo  by  the  intention  of  the  said  Bandal  WaWmorth  as 
declared  in  manner  aforesaid ;  and  that  the  said  Jane 
Iknokins  was  not  entitled  to  such  residue,  or  any  part 
thereof,  or  to  call  upon  the  said  William  Henry  Tatham 
for  any  account  of  the  same. 

But  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  next 
of  kin  to  the  said  Randal  Wallworth  was,  upon  the  facts 
stated  in  the  award,  entided  to  the  residue  of  the  pro« 
perty  of  Randal  WaUworth  undisposed  of  by  the  will  and 
oodidi,  or  either  of  them,  in  such  case  the  arbitrator 
awarded  and  ordered,  that  the  said  William  Henry 
Tatham  should,  within  two  calendar  months  next  after 
the  Court  should  have  so  decided  and  adjudged,  pay 
to  the  said  Jane  Dawkifis  so  much  of  the  residue  as 
should  remain  after  deducting  the  costs  and  charges  of 
d)e  said  William  Henry  Tatham  by  him  incurred  in  and 
about  the  said  suit  in  equity ;  and  also  his  costs  in  the 
above-mentioned  application,  and  of  the  reference  and 
award. 

The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  were, 

First,  whether  the  arbitrator  ought  to  have  received 
parol  evidence  under  the  will  of  the  testator :  and,  se- 
condly, whether,  under  the  terms  of  the  will,  Mrs. 
DetwkinSi  as  next  of  kin,  was  entitled  to  the  residue  of 
his  estate,  or  whether  it  belonged  to  the  executors. 


V. 

Tatham. 


Taddy  Serjt,  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintifi^,  having  ob* 
tained  a  rule  nisi  to  enter  up  judgment  pursuant  to  the 
award, 

Storks 
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Siarks  Serjt.,  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant,  shewed 
cause. 

The  will  is  sufficiently  clear  to  shew  that  the  testator 
intended  to  bequeath  the  residue  of  his  property  to  the 
executor  for  his  own  us^ ;  and  if  not,  at  all  events  evir 
dence  was  properly  received  to  shew  that  such  was  his 
intention,  which  that  evidence  places  beyond  doubt. 

The  executor  is  primd  facte  entitled  to  all  perscmal 
property  not  disposed  of  by  the  will :  it  lies  (m  the 
other  side,  therefore,  to  shew  how  the  proper^  has 
been  disposed  of.  It  will  be  said,  that  where  a  specific 
legacy  is  left  to  an  executor  for  his  trouble,  he  cannot 
take  a  beneficial  interest  in  the  residue ;  for  the  speci- 
fication of  a  part  is  incompatible  with  an  intention  that 
he  should  have  the  whole.  But  in  Gitbz  v.  Bjofmney^i^ 
where  the  residue,  as  in  the  present  case,  was  left  in  the 
disposition  of  the  executors  after  a  specific  beqoest  to 
them,  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  determined  that  neither 
the  heir  nor  the  next  of  kin  had  a  right  to  call  upon 
the  executors  to  account  for  this  residue. 

If  the  testator  here  had  intended  that  the  executor 
should  have  no  more  than  the  legacy  for  his  trouble  he 
would  not  by  the  codicil  have  taken  a  portion  out  of  the 
residue  to  bequeath  to  his  next  of  kin.  In  Booker  v. 
Hunter  {b\  the  Lord  Chancellor  says,  *^  In  order  to 
make  a  gift  of  part  a  bar  to  taking  the  residue,  the 
general  gift  must  make  the  intent  as  clear  as  the  other 
intention  is  from  making  him  executor;  where  it  will 
bear  no  other  intent,  it  will  not  bar  him  from  taking  the 
residue.  The  fundamental  distinction  is  established  by 
laying  it  down  that  the  rule,  that  the  executor  shall  take 
the  residue^  must  prevail,  unless  there  is  an  irresistible 
inference  to  the  contrary." 


(a)  %Fej.^B.%g4* 


(h)  iBr.aas%i. 
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So,  in  Dicks  v.  Lambert  (a),  the  Master  of  the  Rolls 
said,  ^^  It  is  now  so  perfectly  settled,  that  it  is  unneces- 
sary to  repeat  the  rule,  that  making  an  executor  does 
▼est  in  him  the  personal  estate  of  the  testator,  unless  a 
reasonable  ground  appears  upon  the  will,  or  a  strong 
wad  violent  presumption,  that  the  testator  did  not  intend 
by  making  that  executor  to  vest  in  him  the  residue." 

In  Clennell  v.  Lewthxx>aite  {b)  it  is  also  laid  down, 
that  an  executor  is  entitled  to  an  unbequeathed  residue, 
unless  there  is  a  strong  and  violent  presumption  against 
him.  And  a  specific  legacy  to  the  executor,  where  the 
inference  to  be  drawn  from  it  is  rebutted  by  the  con- 
tents of  a  codicil,  does  not  afford  so  strong  and  violent 
a  presumption  as  to  deprive  the  executor  of  his  right  to 
the  residue. 

'  Then,  Williams  v.  Jones  (c)  is  a  decisive  authority  to 
prove  that  parol  evidence  was  properly  admitted  to  shew 
the  testator's  intention.  In  that  case,  one  of  the  exe- 
cutors having  a  legacy  for  his  trouble,  parol  evidence 
was  admitted  on  behalf  of  his  co-executrix,  an  infant, 
to  rebut  the  presumption  for  the  next  o£  kin;  and  she 
was  held  entitled  to  the  residue  undisposed  o£ 
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Taddy  Serjt.  contra.  The  will  excludes  the  executor 
from  any  beneficial  interest  in  the  residue,  and  the  parol 
-evidence  has  been  improperly  admitted.  It  is  a  clear 
principle,  to  which  there  is  no  exception,  that  an  exe- 
cutor can  take  no  beneficial  interest  in  the  residue, 
under  a  will  which  contains  a  legacy  to  him  for  his 
care  and  trouble;  because  the  testator  cannot  be  coi>- 
sidered  to  have  given  all  where  he  has  specified  that 
the  legatee  shall  take  only  a  part     Foster  v.  Munt  (it^ 


[a)  4  Fes.  jun.  728. 
\h)  %  Fts.  yifi.  ^6$. 
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Baichfidd  v.  Carekss*  (a)  Those  decisions  have  beeo 
acted  on  ever  since :  as,  in  Nourse  v.  Finch  (6) ;  whore 
BuUer  J.  said,  <<  It  is  a  principle  in  equity,  that  if  a 
legacy  is  given  to  an  executor,  that  shall  exclude  him 
from  the  residue,  unless  an  intent  appears  that  he  sh^ 
take  it ; "  in  ClenneU  v.  Lewikwaite  :  where  it  was  laid 
down  that  an  executor  is  entided  to  an  unbeqneathed 
residue  unless  there  is  a  strong  and  violent  preaumptioQ 
against  him,  but  that  a  legacy  to  him  afibrded  watk 
presuaaptioD ;  and  in  Williams  v.  Jones^  which  cootaini 
a  remarkable  confirmation  of  the  rule,  in  the  case  of 
Wkite  V.  Evans  there  cited,  in  which  a  legacy  fat  his 
care  and  trouble  having  been  bequeathed  to  one  of  two 
executors,  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  held  that  both  wefe 
excluded  from  any  beneficial  interest  in  the  residue. 
The  circumstances  in  CHbbs  v.  Bamnej/  were  very  pecu- 
liar; and  the  Court  decided  on  the  ground  that  the 
bequest  operated  as  a  power  of  appointment,  and  not  as 
a  mere  gift  of  the  residue. 

The  bequest  in  the  present  will,  however,  is  at  all 
events  only  a  bequest  of  the  residue  arising  out  of  the 
proceeds  of  a  certain  house,  and  not  a  bequest  of  the 
general  residue. 

With  respect  to  the  admission  of  parol  evidence  to 
explain  the  testator's  intention,  although  there  is  great 
conflict  among  the  cases,  they  all  agree  in  one  point, 
namely,  that  the  evidence  should  be  confined  to  de- 
clarations indicative  of  his  intention  at  the  time  of 
making  the  will,  and  not  extended  to  declaradons  which 
may  shew  what  his  intention  was  at  a  subsequent  tine. 
To  admit  such  evidence  would  be,  in  efiect,  to  supplant 
a  written  by  a  nuncupative  will.  In  Rachfidd  v.  Guv- 
less  the  evidence  was  so  restricted :  so  in  the  Duke  (f 
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Butiand  v.  The  Duchess  of  Rutland  {a\  where  the  Chan-  1831. 
cellor  said,  "  After  all,  I  own  that  the  allowing  parol  Lz*  "  ^' 
evidence  is  exceedingly  dangerous,  and  not  to  be  done  f,, 

in  case  of  discourses  at  a  different  time  from  that  of  Tatham. 
making  the  will/'  So,  in  Nourse  v.  Finch^  where  all  tlie 
authorities  are  considered  by  Bulkf^J.^  who  said,  "  If  this 
was  a  new  question,  I  should  reject  the  parol  evidence  in 
Mos  for  it  is  very  mischievous,  and  words  easily  admit  of 
a  colour."  IBosanquet  J.  In  Trimmer  v.  Bayne  {b\  Lord 
Eldon  said,  ^'  These  parol  declarations  are  all  alike  ad- 
missible, whether  consisting  of  conversations  with  people 
who  have  nothing  to  do  with  it,  people  making  imper- 
tinent enquiries,  and  drawing  from  him  angry  answers, 
or  in  whatever  form,  —  they  are  all  evidence.  .  But  they 
aie  entitled  to  very  different  credit  and  weight,  accord- 
ing to  the  time  and  circumstances."]  Declarations 
made  subsequently  to  the  will,  if  admbsible  at  all, 
are  only  admissible  in  so  far  as  they  refer  to  the  in- 
tentions which  existed  at  the  time  of  making  the  will. 
That  distinction  is  taken  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  in 
Langham  v.  Sandford  (c),  where  he  says,  "  If  it  be  by 
any  medium  of  proof  sufficiently  ascertained  what  the 
actual  intention  was  at  the  time  of  executing  the  will,  it 
is  immaterial  what  a  testator  may,  for  any  reason,  have 
thought  proper  at  a  subsequent  period  to  declare  his 
inteiition  to  have  been." 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  In  this  case  we  are  called  upon  to  de- 
cide on  the  construction  of  the  will  of  Randal  Wallworthy 
and  the  reception  of  parol  evidence  to  explain  it ;  and 
the  question  is,  whether  Mrs.  Dawkins^  as  next  of  kin, 
is  entided  to  the  residue  of  the  testator's  property ;  or 
whether  it  belongs  to  the  Defendant  as  executor.  As 
a  general  rule  it  must  be  admitted,  that  all  the  testator's 
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personal  property  vests  in  the  executor ;  and  from  an 
early  period,  down  to  the  time  of  the  decision  in  todtT 
▼•  Munt^  it  was  held,  that  the  executor  was  entitled  to 
retain  the  residue,  where  not  otherwise  disposed  o^  not- 
withstanding the  will  contained  a  speci&c  legacy  to  him 
for  his  care  and  trouble  in  discharging  the  duties  of  exe- 
cutor. But  from  the  period  of  that  decision  it  has  been 
holden,  that  where  the  will  contains  a  speci&c  I^gaqr  to 
executors  for  their  care  and  trouble,  they  are^  as  to  the 
residue,  trustees  for  the  next  of  kin.  And  this  role  is 
founded  on  reason  and  good  sense;  for  it  wooU  be 
absurd  to  leave  a  specific  l^cy  of  a  part  to  one  who 
should  be  entided  to  take  the  whole;  or  to  lesfe  a 
legacy  for  the  care  and  trouble  of  collecting  a  residoci 
die  benefit  of  which  should  accrue  to  the  legatee.  Hie 
words  of  this  will  are^  ^^  I  bequeath  to  my  executors  the 
sum  of  20/L  each  for  the  trouble  they  will  have  in  the 
execution  of  this  my  will."  After  other  legacies,  the 
testator  desires  that  the  house  be  lives  in,  and  bb  shares 
in  the  Hope  Fire  Office  may  be  disposed  of  for  the 
purpose  of  settling  his  debts,  and  if  there  should  be 
any  money  remaining,  he  adds,  ''  my  wish  is,  that 
my  executors  do  dispose  of  it  agreeably  to  their  own 
discretion." 

The  ground  on  which  we  are  called  on  to  say  that 
the  rule  established  in  Foster  v.  Mtmi  does  not  apply  to 
this  case  is,  that  the  testator^s  intention  has  been  ascer- 
tained by  parol  evidence,  and  that  there  is^  in  eflect,  an 
express  legacy  of  the  residue  to  the  executors,  as  wdl  as 
of  the  20/.  bequeathed  at  the  outset  of  the  wilL 

First,  as  to  the  parol  evidence.  Many  of  the  cases 
which  have  been  cited  shew  that  such  evidence  is  not 
to  be  admitted  where  there  is  a  specific  legacy  to  the 
executors  for  their  care  and  trouble  in  the  execu- 
tion of  the  will ;  such  a  legacy  afibrding  an  irresistible 
presumption   that  it  was  not  intended  the  executors 

should 
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should  have  the  whole:  Clennell  v.  Lemtlmaite:  but 
such  evidence^  when  admitted,  has  always  been  ad* 
mitted  with  caution,  and  restrained  to  proof  of  what  was 
die  testator's  intention  at  the  time  of  making  the  will. 
If  it  had  not  been  so  restrained, — if  evidence  had  beeii 
admitted  of  his  declarations  of  intention  at  subsequent 
periods,  greater  effect  would  have  been  given  to  a  nun« 
cupative  than  to  a  written  and  attested  will.  Although, 
therefore,  we  may  receive  evidence  of  a  testator^s  de- 
clarations, it  must  be  confined  to  such  as  bear  upon  his 
intentions  at  the  time  of  making  his  wilL  In  the  present 
case  the  declarations  appear  to  have  been  made  at  a 
subsequent  period ;  but  it  is  unnecessary  for  us  to  come 
to  any  decision  as  to  their  admissibility,  because  they 
are  altogether  excluded  by  the  specific  legacy  for  the 
executors'  trouble* 

We  come,  then,  to  the  question,  whether,  upon  this 
wUl,  there  is  any  specific  bequest  of  the  residue  to  the 
executors.  The  words  are,  '^  I  desire  that  my  house 
that  I  now  live  in,  and  the  shares  I  now  hold  in  the 
Hope  Fire  Office,  be  disposed  of  for  the  purpose  of 
settling  my  just  debts  and  demands,  as  mentioned  in  the 
former  part  of  this  my  will ;  and  if  there  should  be  any 
money  remaining,  my  wish  is,  that  my  executors  do 
dispose  of  it  agreeably  to  their  own  discretion."  But 
we  can  only  apply  this  to  the  residue  arising  upon  the 
sale  of  the  house,  and  shares  in  the  Hope^  and  not  to  the 
general  residue ;  and  the  rather,  because  there  is  before, 
a  bequest  of  the  whole  of  the  testator's  personal  estate  to 
discharge  debts  and  testamentary  expenses.  With  re- 
spect to  the  partial  residue  remaining  on  the  sale  of  the 
house  and  shares  in  the  Hope^  we  feel  it  so  difficult  to 
distinguish  this  case  from  Gitbt  v.  Romney^  that  we  con- 
aider  the  executors  entitled  to  it 

The  next  of  kin,  therefore,  will  take  the  general  re- 
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siduC)  and  the  executors  the  residue  accming  from  the 
sale  of  the  house  and  shares  in  the  Hope  Insurance. 

Park  J.  I  rely  on  the  well-established  rule,  which 
has  been  acted  on  ever  since  the  decision  in  Foder  y. 
MurUf  that  executors  cannot  take  the  residue  for  tbor 
own  benefit  where  there  is  a  specific  legacy  to  them  for 
their  care  and  trouble  in  the  execution  of  their  office; 
and,  likewise,  that  parol  evidence  to  explain  a  testatot^s 
intentions  as  to  the  executor  has  always  been  excluded 
where  the  executor  takes  a  specific  bequest.  I  agree 
with  Mr.  Justice  BuUer  in  thinking  it  would  have  been 
better  that  parol  evidence  had  never  been  admitted; 
such  evidence,  however,  has  always  been  received,  sob" 
ject  to  the  restriction  that  it  must  relate  to  the  intCTtkm 
of  the  testator  at  the  time  of  making  the  will.  The  de- 
clarations in  the  present  case  refer  rather  to  his  in- 
tentions at  a  subsequent  period,  and  in  that  view  were 
clearly  not  evidence.  But  there  is  sufficient  on  the  will 
itself  to  shew  that  the  testator  did  not  intend  the  genersl 
residue  to  be  applied  for  the  benefit  of  his  executors. 


Gaselee  J.  concurred. 

BosANQCJET  J.  I  entirely  agree  in  the  exposition  of 
the  principles  by  which  this  case  is  governed.  The 
first  question  is,  whether  the  executors  take  the  general 
residue  by  any  express  bequest.  The  testator  be- 
queaths to  them  all  his  personal  property  in  trust  to 
discharge  his  debts  and  testamentary  expenses,  together 
with  20/.  to  each  of  them  for  their  trouble  in  the  execu- 
tion of  the  will,  and  then  in  trust  to  discharge  various 
legacies.  He  then  desires  that  his  house  and  shares 
in  the  Hope  Insurance  be  disposed  of  to  settle  his  debts 
as  mentioned  in  the  former  part  of  his  wiU,  and  if  there 
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should  be  any  money  remaining,  that  his  executors 
should  dispose  of  it  agreeably  to  their  discretion.  The 
**  monei/  remaining**  must  be  confined  to  the  money  re- 
maining out  of  the  application  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
house,  and  Hope  shares.  But  the  question  is,  whether, 
besides  that,  the  general  residue  of  the  testator's  pro- 
perty is  for  the  executor's  own  benefit.  Now,  the  former 
part  of  the  will  contains  a  bequest  to  them  of  20/.  each 
for  their  care  and  trouble  in  the  execution  of  the  will ; 
and,  according  to  all  the  authorities,  when  there  is  such 
a  specific  bequest  for  their  care  and  trouble,  the  exe- 
cutors cannot  claim  for  themselves  any  portion  of  the 
residue. 

The  next  question  is,  whether  the  strong  and  violent 
presumption  arising  from  such  a  specific  bequest  can  be 
rebutted  by  parol  evidence  of  the  testator's  intentions. 
And  the  authorities  are  clear  that  it  cannot :  Itatchfield 
V.  Careless^  Cleiinell  v.  Ijewihwaite,  Nourse  v.  Finch* 

In  Nowise  v.  Finch^  Buller  J.  said,  "  Parol  evidence 
may  be  admitted  in  a  case  otambiguiias  latens^  of  fraud, 
and  perhaps  of  ignorance  or  mistake ;  but  it  does  not 
follow  that  it  ought  to  be  allowed  to  prove  the  intent  in 
any  written  paper ;  but  that  ought  to  be  collected  from 
the  paper  itself."  And  in  Clennell  v.  Lewlhwaite  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  ^'  It  is  clear  that  no  parol 
evidence  of  an  intention  afterwards  to  give  it  to  him 
will  be  sufficient;  it  can  be  only  to  shew  what  was 
intended  at  the  time  he  was  made  executor."  It  is 
clear,  therefore,  that  parol  evidence  is  not  admissible 
to  rebut  the  presumption  arising  from  a  specific  legacy 
to  executors  for  their  care  and  trouble.  But  even  if 
it  were  otherwise,  the  evidence  received  in  this  case 
was  such  as  ought  to  have  no  weight  in  the  inter- 
pretation of  the  will;  for  though,  generally  speaking, 
parol  evidence  may  be  received  to  shew  the  testator's 
intention  at  the  time  of  making  the  wiU,  yet,  consider- 
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1831«  ing  the  extreme  inconvenience  of  admitting  such  evi- 

J^T^^  dence  at  alL  it  must  be  confined  to  declarations  in- 

Whitaker  ,.     .        p  ,                    .         .            ,        . 

^1.  dicative  of  the  testator^s  intention  at  that  time  only. 

Tatham.  Judgment  for  the  Plaintiff! 


June  A* 


Simmons  v.  Norton. 


The  Defendant  pleaded  nul  wast^  upon  which  issue 


z.  In  an  ac-  HPHIS  was  a  writ  of  waste  brought  by  reversio&er 
toon  ot  waste  against  tenant  for  years,  for  ploughing  up  andent 

ancient  mea-  meadow  land  and  cutting  down  timber, 
dowy  the  De- 
fendant can-  .   .      . 

not  under  the  ^as  joined. 

general  issue,         At  the  trial  before  Tatmton  J.,  last  SomerseMre 
nul  ttuasti        sizes,  the  defence,  as  to  the  ploughing,  was,  that  the 
that  the  meadow  had  become  sour  and  mossy  through  age ;  that 

ploughing  was  jj.  i^^j  b^g^  ploughed  up  according  to  the  rules  of  good 
cordine  to  the  husbandry,  sown  with  barley  and  clover,  and  laid  down  to 
custom  of  the    grass  again :  such  a  process  being  occasionally  necessary 

country,  for  ^^  restore  old  meadow  to  a  healthy  state.  The  Defeod- 
the  purpose  of  ^  ■' 

ameliorating      ant  had  also  raised  a  few  potatoes  on  a  portion  of  the 

the  meadow.     ]and.     Some  of  the  witnesses  said,  that  the  crop  of  grass 

If  such  matter  .  ,  i         i    *•  .t  i        . 

be  a  defence     ensumg  was  better  than  before,  others,  that  it  was  as 

at  all,  it  must  good,  and  would  have  been  better  if  lime  bad  been 
be  p  ea  ed.  thrown  on  the  land.  The  Plaintiff  proposed  to  pro¥e 
action  of  waste  further,  that  it  was  the  custom  of  the  country  to  restore 
for  cutting  q]  J  meadow  land  by  the  process  above  mentioned,  and  that 
Defendant  ^^  ^^^  contracted  for  lime  to  be  employed  in  furtherance 
cannot  give      of  his  project,  but  had  countermanded  the  order  when 

in  evidence, 

even  in  mitigation  of  damages^  that  the  timber  was  cut  for  the  purpose  of  nii<  wy 
repairs,  but  turning  out  to  be  unfit  for  that  puq>ose,  was  exchanged  for  odier  tnte 
which  was  applied  to  the  repairs. 

thb 
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this  action  was  commenced.  The  learned  Judge  thought 
the  whole  ought  to  have  been  pleaded,  and  that  the  de- 
fence set  up  was  not  available  under  the  general  issue. 
Evidence  of  the  custom  was,  however,  ultimately  ad- 
mitted, though  not  of  the  contract  for  the  lime :  but  the 
Plaintiff  having  adduced  conflicting  testimony  as  to  the 
custom  and  the  effect  of  the  ploughing,  the  learned 
Judge  told  the  jury  that  the  custom  had  not  been  proved, 
and  that  ploughing  up  old  meadow  was  waste,  whether 
fi>r  the  purpose  of  melioration  or  not.  The  jury  found 
for  the  Plaintiff,  with  10^.  damages. 

With  respect  to  the  timber,  the  defence  was,  that  the 
Defendant  had  cut  down  for  the  purpose  of  necessary 
repairs  what  appeared  to  him  to  be  likely  trees ;  but  that 
when  they  were  down,  they  turned  out  to  be  unfit  for  the 
pnrpose;  whereupon  the  Defendant,  after  an  application 
to  the  guardian  of  Plaintiff's  estate,  exchanged  them  for 
odker  timber  fit  for  repairing  the  premises.  The  learned 
Judge,  however,  rejected  evidence  of  these  facts,  as 
they  amounted  to  a  species  of  set-off,  which  the  De- 
fendant could  not  have  pleaded,  and  a  verdict  was  givea 
for  the  Plaintiff,  5s.  damages. 


Simmons. 
Norton.. 


BusseU  Serjt.,  in  Easter  term,  moved  for  a  new  trial, 
on  the  ground  that  it  should  have  been  left  to  the  jury 
to  say,  whether  the  ploughing  had  produced  melioration 
of  the  meadow ;  for  if  such  were  its  effect,  it  was  not 
waste ;  and  that  the  evidence  with  respect  to  the  pur- 
cfiase  of  the  lime,  and  the  application  of  the  timber  taken 
in  exchange  for  the  timber  felled,  ought  not  to  have  been 
excluded.  He  cited  2RoU.  Abr.  8U.  pi.  5.  "  En  tie! 
lieus  lou  per  le  custom  del  pais  Fairer  de  pree  est  bon 
husbandry  et  pur  melioration  del  pree,  la,  I'airer  de  ceo 
n'-est  wast:" — Bennett  v.  WitherSy  before  Abbott  i.  Wiu'- 
Chester  Spring  assizes  1818,  (reported  in  Mannings  Index 
to  N.  P*  Cos.  29 L  tit.  Trespass^)  where  it  was  held,  that  in 
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an  action  for  cutting  down  trees  excepted  oat  of  a  leasey 
it  might  be  shewn,  in  mitigation  of  damages^  that  the 
trees  were  applied  towards  purposes  for  which  the  I%dii* 
tiff  had  covenanted  to  furnish  timber  by  assignment 
of  his  bailiff,  if  there  were  sufficient  timber  on  the  de« 
mised  premises ;  or  that  they  were  exchanged  for  other 
timber  used  for  those  purposes:  —  and  Doe  d.  Foley v, 
Wihon{a)f  to  shew  that  the  intention  of  the  defendant 
in  ordering  the  lime  should  have  been  lefl  to  the  jury, 
though  the  lime  was  unapplied,  just  as  the  intention  of 
cutting  down  trees  for  repair  was  lefl  to  the  jury  in 
that  case,  though  the  trees  had  not  been  so  applied  be- 
fore the  action. 

A  rule  nisi  having  been  granted. 


Wilde  Serjt.  shewed  cause.  First,  the  ploughing  was 
waste,  whether  it  tended  to  the  melioration  of  the  meadow 
or  not;  and,  secondly,  upon  this  issue,  neither  the 
question  of  melioration  nor  the  custom  of  the  conotry 
could  properly  be  left  to  the  jury.  Such  matters  of 
defence  ought  to  have  been  pleaded  specially. 

The  passage  cited  from  2  RoU.  Abr.^  and  inserted  inac- 
curately in  Com.  Dig.  Wast.  (D)  4., — for  the  qualification, 
^^ per  le  custom  del  pais"  is  there  omitted,  — is  at  vari- 
ance with  all  the  other  authorities ;  as  Co.  Lit.  53.  ft.  **  ff 
the  tenant  convert  arable  land  into  wood,  or  e  conoeno, 
or  meadow  into  arable,  it  is  waste ;  for  it  changeth  not 
only  the  course  of  his  husbandry,  but  the  proof  of  his 
evidence.'*  lBM.Abr.%\S.pl.?>.  3foor^,101.  Dyer.SI. 
Ifoft.234.  2Leon.n^.  Owen^ST.  Com. Dig. Wast. (D)^. 
*^  Or  meadow  to  orchard,  though  it  be  melioration." 
So  in  Cole  v.  Greene  (ft),  converting  brewhouses  to 
greater  value  was  held  to  be  waste,  notwithstanding  tbe 
melioration,  by  reason  of  the  alteration  of  the  nature  of 
the  thing  and  the  evidence  thereof. 


(a)  iiEait^s^. 


(b)   2  Lev.  309. 


But 
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But  at  all  events  this  was  matter  which  ought  to  have 
been  pleaded.  Upon  nul  wast  the  Defendant  may  give 
in  evidence  any  thing  that  proves  it  to  be  no  waste,  as 
that  it  happened  by  tempest,  lightning,  enemies,  or  the 
like ;  but  it  is  no  plea  where  he  has  matter  of  justification 
or  excuse;  as  that  he  cut  timber  for  repairs,  and  used  it 
accordingly,  or  for  necessary  botes.  Co.  Lit.  283.  a. 
S  Wm.  Saund.  238.  w.5.  Com.  Dig.  Pkadevy  3.  O.  7- 
11)  12.  These  matters  must  be  pleaded  specially: 
Dyer^  276.    . 

As  to  the  exchange  of  the  trees  the  evidence  was 
properly  rejected.  It  is  laid  down  in  Com.  Dig.  Wast. 
(D)  5.  ^^  So  it  will  be  waste  if  he  sells  trees  cut  for  fuel, 
and  with  the  money  repairs,  —  or  afterwards  repur- 
chases and  uses  for  repairs."  So  in  Co.  Lit.  53.6. 
^'  The  tenant  cutteth  down  trees  for  reparations,  and 
selleth  them,  and  afler  buyeth  them  again,  and  employs 
them  about  necessary  reparations,  yet  it  is  waste  by  the 
vendition :  he  cannot  sell  trees  and  with  the  money  cover 
the  house."  So  in  2  Boll.  Abr.  828.  1. 14.  "  If  lessee 
cut  trees  for  repairs,  and  sells  them,  and  buys  them 
back,  and  employs  them  on  repairs,  yet  it  is  waste  for 
the  vendition.** 

Between  selling  and  exchanging  there  is  no  material 
distinction ;  and  as  to  the  authority  of  Bennell  v.  Withers 
the  point  was  little  debated,  and  the  learned  Judge  at 
first  was  of  a  different  opinion. 


1831. 


Simmon^ 
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Sussell  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  position  in  2  Boll. 
Abr.  814.  pi.  5.  is  adopted  in  Com.  Dig.  Waste^  (D)  4. 
and  in  Vin.  Abr.  Wast^  (D)5.,  and  confirmed  by  the  sanc- 
tion of  those  writers.  Undoubtedly,  converting  ancient 
meadow  or  pasture  into  arable  is  waste ;  and  one  reason 
given  in  several  of  the  cases  is,  that  it  changes  the  m- 
dence  of  the  thing,  —  but  this  must  apply  only  to  a  per- 
manent conversion^  and  not  to  a  temporary  danger  as 
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breaking  up  to  lay  down  agiuoi  for  this  may  enure  to 
the  benefit  of  the  inheritance*  In  Ijord  Darcy  v.  Ask* 
with  (a)  it  is  laid  down  as  ^^  generally  true  that  the  lessee 
hath  no  power  to  change  the  nature  of  thing  demised :  he 
cannot  turn  meadow  into  arable,  nor  stub  a  wood  to 
make  it  pasture^  nor  dry  up  an  ancient  pool  or  piscary^ 
nor  suffer  ground  to  be  surrounded,  nor  decay  the  pale 
of  a  park,  for  then  it  ceaseth  to  be  a  park ;  nor  may  he 
destroy  or  drive  away  the  stock  or  breed  of  any  ttuD^ 
because  it  disherits  and  takes  a^may  the  perpetuity  (^  sue- 
cession^  as  villains,  fish,  deer,  young  sprqrs  of  woods, 
and  the  like,  but  he  may  better  a  thing  of  the  like  kindf 
as  by  digging  a  meadow  to  make  a  drain  ot  a  sewer." 

As  to  the  general  issue,  the  plea  of  nvl  wast  admits 
nothing,  but  puts  the  whole  declaration  in  issue.  And 
upon  this  plea  the  Defendant  may  deny  what  the  de^ 
claration  charges,  viz.  waste.  Waste  is  any  act  which 
is  productive  of  injury  to  the  reversion :  first,  either  by 
changing  the  evidence,  and  this  may  be  though  the 
estate  be  in  fact  improved ;  or,  secondly,  by  a  perma- 
nent deterioration  of  the  estate.  If  either  of  these  has 
ensued,  it  is  waste,  which  must  be  justified  or  excused 
(if  at  all)  by  a  special  plea.  But  an  act,  which  has 
neither  of  these  consequences*  is  not  waste.  It  does 
not  require  to  be  justified  or  excused :  the  act  justifies 
and  excuses  itself.  The  averment  in  the  declaration  is 
negatived.     It  is  not  waste. 

The  cutting  down  a  timber  tree  is  primd  Jade  waste, 
which  must  be  justified  or  excused.  There  can  be  no 
bettering  of  the  same  thing.  The  tree  is  gone,  and  it 
must  be  accounted  for. 

But  the  law  will  not  allow  that  to  be  waste  which  is 
not  prejudicial  to  the  inheritance.  By  Richardson  C.  J. 
in  Barret  v.  Barret,  (b)    And  in  all  the  cases  in  which, 


{a)  HoB%  2$4* 


{i)  Httlejf,  35. 


though 


IN  THE  First  Year  op  WILLIAM  IV. 


645 


though  the  estate  has  been  benefited,  it  has  been 
held  notwithstanding  to  be  waste,  the  reason  assigned 
is  the  alteration  of  the  nature  of  the  thing  and  the  evi- 
dence. Upon  this  ground,  the  conversion  of  a  corn-mill 
into  a  fulling-mill,  City  of  London  v.  Greyme  (a),  and 
the  converting  a  brewhouse  of  120/.  a  year  into  other 
houses  let  for  200/.  a  year,  Cole  v.  Greene^  have  been 
deemed  waste.  So  also  if  the  tenant  converts  arable 
into  wood,  or  i  converso,  it  is  waste,  for  it  not  only 
changes  the  course  of  husbandry^  but  also  the  proof  of 
mdence.  (b)  In  the  present  case  neither  the  course  of 
husbandry  nor  the  proof  of  evidence  is  changed. 

The  same  reason  is  also  given  in  Co.  Lit.  53.  &.,  where 
it  is  said  that  the  conversion  of  meadow  into  arable  is^ 
waste,  for  it  changes  not  only  the  course  of  husbandry 
but  the  proof  of  evidence.  But  ploughing  per  se  is  not 
waste ;  for  if  meadows  be  sometimes  arable,  and  some- 
times meadow,  and  sometimes  pasture,  then  the  plough- 
ing of  them  is  not  waste,  (c) 

So  in  Bac.  Ab.  Wast^  (C) :  ^*  neither  is  the  division 
of  a  great  meadow  into  many  parcels,  by  the  making  of 
ditches,  waste*  For  the  meadows  may  be  the  better  for 
itf  and  it  is  for  the  profit  and  ease  of  the  occupiers." 

And  upon  this  case  in  Bac.  Ab.  Wast,  (C),  is  this 
note,  '^  Some  say  that  ploughing  must  be  prohibited 
by  covenant,  for  that  an  absolute  restraint  from  plough- 
ing is  void." 

Then,  as  to  the  cutting  the  trees.  Though  this,  on 
account  of  the  exchange  of  the  timber,  was,  perhaps, 
strictly  waste,  Vin.  Abr.  Wast,  (M),  pi.  12,  13.,  or,  at 
all  events,  not  evidence  in  answer  to  the  action,  yet  it 
Ought  to  have  been  received  in  mitigation  of  damages. 
Sedfem  v.  Smith  ((/),  Rennell  v.  Withers.     Damages  are 
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NORTOW, 


the  great  point ;  because  if  the  value  of  the  waste  is  not 
found  to  be  ^Od.,  the  tenant  is  dispunishable;  and  if 
damages  under  that  amount  be  found,  judgment  may 
be  given  for  the  Defendant*  Co.LiLB^a.  Com*  Dig, 
Wast,  (E)  1.  2  SawuL  250.  b.  The  case  of  Bedfem  t. 
Smith  shews  that  the  real  question  is,  whether,  and  to 
what  extent,  the  reversion  has  been  injured,  Merdy 
shewing  an  act  primd  facie  waste  is  not  suflScient. 
Even  in  case  of  a  lease  with  a  proviso  for  r&^ntiy  io 
case  the  lessee  should  commit  waste  to  the  value  of  lOSi, 
it  was  holden,  that  the  waste  contemplated  by  such 
proviso  was  waste  productive  qf  injury  to  the  reoeruani 
and  that  it  was  a  question  for  the  jury,  whether,  under 
all  the  circumstances,  such  waste  to  the  value  of  10s. 
had  been  committed :  and  because  the  question  hid 
not  been  so  left  to  them,  the  Court  granted  a  new  trisL 
Doe  d.  Earl  qf  Darlington  v.  Bond,  (a) 


TiNDAL  C.  J.  This  was  a  writ  of  waste  broa^t  by 
the  reversioner  against  a  tenant  for  years  ia  reqiect  of 
waste  of  two  kinds :  one,  converting  meadow  into 
arable,  the  other  cutting  timber  improperly.  The 
general  issue  md  ivast  was  pleaded;  and  at  the  trial, 
it  having  been  proved  that  the  meadow  had  been 
ploughed  and  the  trees  felled,  a  verdict  was  found  for 
the  Plaintiff. 

A  motion  has  been  made  to  set  aside  this  verdict^  on 
the  ground  that  the  learned  Judge  who  tried  the  cause 
ought  to  have  left  it  to  the  jury  to  find  whether  the 
ploughing  had  been  resorted  to  to  meliorate  the  land, 
and  that  he  excluded  evidence  that  the  Defendant  had 
exchanged  the  timber  cut  down  for  timber  which  he 
employed  in  the  repair  of  the  demised  premises.  It 
has  been  argued  that  ploughing  up  meadow  is  no  waste 


(tf)  s^^^C.  855. 


if 
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iF  the  land  be  meliorated  thereby,  and  2  MM.  Abr.  814. 
pL  5.  has  been  relied  on  as  an  author!^  to  that  efiPect. 

It  is  unnecessary  for  us  to  say  whether  the  position 
there  laid  down  be  law  to  the  full  extent,  because  upon 
this  record,  as  it  is  framed  at  present,  the  evidence  was 
not  admissible.  It  is  clearly  established  by  several 
authorities,  that  ploughing  meadow  land  is  waste  {a) : 
and  one  of  the  reasons  given  is,  that  it  alters  the  evi- 
dence of  title;  a  reason  which  I  am  not  disposed  to 
treat  lighdy.  In  grants,  land  often  passes  specifically, 
9B  meadow,  pasture,  arable,  or  by  other  descriptions; 
and  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that  alteration  of  the 
surfiue  might  not  produce  a  difficulty  in  the  title :  it  is 
a  mlatter  of  daily  practice  in  this  Court  to  amend  fines 
and  recoveries  on  account  of  mistakes  in  the  description 
of  land,  and  the  ground  of  such  amendments  is,  that 
these  documents  certify  the  title  and  identify  the  land 
bj  reference  to  the  uses  to  which  it  is  applied.  Plough- 
ing meadow  land  is  also  esteemed  waste  on  another 
account;  namely,  that  in  ancient  meadow,  years,  per- 
haps ages,  must  elapse  before  the  sod  can  be  restored  to 
the  state  in  which  it  was  before  ploughing.  The  law, 
therefore,  considers  the  conversion  of  pasture  into  arable 
as  primd  facie  injurious  to  the  landlord  on  those  two 
grounds  at  least.  I  do  not  say  that  that  which  is 
prim&  facie  waste  may  not  be  altered  in  its  character, 
i^  under  particular  circumstances,  it  should  appear  to 
have  been  done  for  the  melioration  of  the  land,  but  if 
that  be  so,  it  must  be  expressly  stated  on  the  record* 
In  Com.  Dig.  Pleader^  3. 0.  7.,  it  is  laid  down  that  *^  the 
general  issue,  no  waste  done^  may  be  pleaded  in  all  cases 
where  there  is  no  waste,  as  if  destruction  happens  by 
tempest,  lightning,  enemies,  &c. ;  but  it  is  no  plea  where 
the  defendant  has  matter  of  justification  or  excuse.'' 


1831. 


Simmons 

N0RTQK« 


{a)  Co.  Lit.  S3  ^*    J^^''*  37*    ^o^»  ^34* 


Here, 
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Here^  if  the  surface  of  the  meadow  had  been  destroyel 
by  the  eruption  of  a  moss,  or  enemies  had  landed  and 
dog  it  up,  that  would  have  been  no  waste,  but  the  act 
of  God,  or  of  a  hostile  force,  that  vismcffor  for  whidr 
the  Defiendant  is  not  responsible.  But  even  in  such  a 
case,  according  to  the  authorities,  the  injury  ought  to 
be  repaired  as  soon  as  possible.  It  is  suflScient,  how- 
ever, to  say,  that  the  general  issue  applies  only  to  cases 
where  the  act  complained  of  is  not  the  act  of  the  parly; 
if  it  be  the  act  of  the  party,  he  must  admit  and  justify 
it  on  the  record,  whenever  he  has  matter  of  jnstificatioa 
to  allege ;  as,  that  he  cut  timber  for  repairs ;  or  pulled 
down,  to  rebuild,  a  house  in  decay.  The  act  h&hg 
primd  Jacie  waste,  the  Defendant  must  shew  the  object 
and  intent  of  his  proceeding,  and  give  the  Plaintiff  die 
opportunity  of  taking  issue  on  his  allegations.  If  the 
Defendant  here  had  pleaded  that  he  plou^ed  the  land 
to  meliorate  or  restore  it  to  its  original  quali^,  lam 
not  prepared  to  say  that  the  authority  in  BoU.  Jbr. 
might  not  have  been  in  his  favour;  but  as  he  has  not  so 
pleaded  it,  the  question  could  not  be  submitted  to  the 
jury.  So,  with  respect  to  cutting  down  the  timber,  he 
should  have  pleaded  that  he  cut  it  for  repairs ;  and  in 
the  absence  of  such  a  plea,  the  evidence  on  that  bead 
was  properly  rejected.  In  Rennell  v.  WUhers  it  did  not 
appear  that  the  plaintiff  had  sustained  any  damage;  but 
here  the  Defendant  was  bound  to  confine  himself  to  fell 
such  trees  as  were  proper  for  repairs ;  as  he  has  not  so 
confined  himself  it  must  be  taken  that  the  Plamtiff  has 
sustained  injury,  and  that  there  is  no  ground  for  disturb- 
ing the  verdict  which  has  been  given  in  his  favour. 


Park  J.  Ploughing  up  meadow  ground  is  clearly 
waste,  because  it  changes  the  course  of  husbandry  and 
the  evidences  of  title ;  and  when  the  waste  is  the  act  of 
the  party,  any  excuse  he  has  to  offer  must  be  specially 

pleaded; 
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pleaded ;  it  is  only  where  the  waste  happens  by  the  act 
of  God,  or  the  like,  that  the  general  issue  is  the  proper 
plea.  The  general  principle  is  clearly  laid  down  in 
Barret  v.  Barrets  and  though  some  exceptions  are 
pointed  out,  yet  with  respect  to  the  conversion  of  meadow 
into  arable,  no  doubt  is  raised,  and  Periam  3.  adds, 
*•  or  into  orchard." 

I  concur  with  the  learned  Judge  who  presided  at  the 
trialy  in  thinking  that  evidence  of  the  custom  of  the 
country  ought  not  to  have  been  admitted  under  the 
general  issue. 


18^1. 


SiMMOMS 
NoSTOil. 


GaseleeJ.  I  see  no  reason  for  disturbing  this 
Verdict.  The  authorities  are  clear,  that  matter  in  justi- 
fication or  excuse  ought  to  be  pleaded  specially. 

As  to  the  case  of  Rennell  v.  Withers^  I  was  of  counsel 
in  it,  and  remember  that  the  parties  had  no  wish  to  carry 
the  case  beyond  the  assizes. 

BosANQUET  J.  Breaking  up  ancient  meadow  isprimd 
Jdcie  waste,  and  any  excuse  for  such  an  act  should  have 
been  pleaded  specially ;  the  question  of  melioration, 
therefore,  could  not  have  been  left  to  the  jury  under  this 
record.  As  to  the  trees,  although  the  tenant  may  fell 
them  for  necessary  botes,  he  must  at  his  own  peril 
select  such  as  are  fit  for  the  purpose,  and  employ  them 
accordingly. 

Rule  discharged* 
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June  6.  BrOUGH  V.  AdCOCK. 


Judgment  of      A   COMMISSION  of  bankrupt  was  sued  oat  against 

nonsuit  was   •  the  Plaintiff  on  the  29  th  of  Jantt/^ry.     Tbe  Defend, 

signed  and  ,  ^  ^  ^  ^ 

execution  sued  ant  signed  judgment  as  in  the  case  of  a  nonsuit,  and 
out  after  a        taxed  costs  on  the  9th  of  February. 

of  bankrupt  '^'^®  ^^^^  having  been  levied  of  the  Plaintiff  under 

against  Plain-    a  CO.  sa^ 

tiff*;  but  the 

first  day  of  the 

tenn»  to  which       Taddy  Serjt  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside  tbe 

the  judgment  execution,  on  the  ground  that  the  costs  in  questkn 
anterior  to  the  i^ight  have  been  proved  under  the  Plaintiff's  oom* 
conunistton  x     mission ;  for  though  the  judgment  was  not  signed  dl 

_..' *  after  the  commission,  yet  it  had  relation  to  tbe  first  dsf 

costs  were  no«  '*  "^ 

a  debt  prov-     of  the  term,  which  was  before  the  commissioD,  and  by 

able  under  the  ^^x.  means  the  costs  miirht  be  considered  as  a  dAt  due 
commission^       i    r         i  .    • 

and  that  the      betore  the  commission. 

Plaintiff*  was 

toU"!S^  W7W^  Serjt.,  who  shewed  cause,   objected  that  the 

the  execution.   Defendant  could  not,  by  virtue  of  this  fiction,  swear 

that  the  costs  were  a  debt  actually  due  before  the  com- 
mission; and 

The  Courts  afler  hearing  Taddy  in  support  of  the 
rule,  said,  that  the  case  was  decided  in  principle  by 
Harwell  V.  Thorogood{a\  where  Lord  Tenierden  said, 
*^  The  rules  deducible  from  all  the  cases  are  laid  down 
in  Mr.  Deacon^ s  Treatise  on  the  Lans  ofBimkruptcy ;  he 
says,  '  Where  a  defendant  obtains  a  verdict,  and  the 
plaintiff  becomes  bankrupt  before  judgment  is  signed, 
the  costs  cannot  be  proved  under  the  commission,  oo 
the  principle  that  no  debt  arises  in  such  case  until  judg- 

ment 
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ment  is  signed,  Walker  v.  Barnes,  {a)     That  is,  I  think,  1831. 

a  correct  statement  of  the  decisions  upon  the  subject.'*  _    ' 
The  relation  of  law  did  not  apply  to  such  a  case  as  ^^ 

this :  for  the  Court  were  bound  to  enquire  on  what  day  Adocwk. 
the  judgment  was  actually  signed. 

Rule  discharged. 


Rich  v.  Woolley  and  Others.  June  6. 

T^RESPASS  for  breaking  and  entering  Plaintiff's  i,  A  plea  un- 
close, breaking  open  and  breaking  to  pieces  the  gate  ^  '*  ^*  *• 

and  lock,  and  driving  away  the  Plaintiff's  cows  and  justifyine  tihe 
heifers.  breaking  open 

The  Defendants  pleaded,  first,  the  general  issue.  t  **   *«! 

Secondly,  That  one  Francis  Mayell  on  the  7th  of  Ja-  whkh  have 
nuary  1881,  and  for  a  long  space  of  time  then  last  past,  j^"  fraudu- 
and  from  thence  and  until  and  at  the  said  time  when,  &c.  ^  ^|„j^  ^  ^)|^ 
held  and  enjoyed  a  certain  farm  and  premises,  with  the  tress  for  rent, 
appurtenances,  situate,  &c.,  as  tenant  thereof  to  one  ™"**^i    ^ 
Mary  Day  under  and  by  virtue  of  a  certain   demise  was  present 
thereof  before  then   made   by  Mary  Day  to  Francis  when  the  lock 
Mayellj  upon  which  said  demise  a  certain  yearly  rent,       ^^  ^  p|^ 
to  wit,  the  rent  or  sum  of  130/.  was  reserved  and  made  of  recaption 
payable  from  Francis  Mayell  to  Mary  Day:  that  just  ^^fvcTthL 
before  the  time  when,  &c.  to  wit,  on,  &c.  a  large  sum  the  recaption 

of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  110/.  of  the  rent  aforesaid  ^^^  °!^  ^'^ 

.  .  .  pursuit. 

for  one  year  of  the  said  demise,  the  residue  thereof 

having  been  paid  and  satisfied,  was  due  and  owing  and 

payable  from  Francis  Mayell  to  Mary  Day^  and  from 

thence  until  and  at  the  time  when  &c.  remained  and 

continued  due,  in  arrear,  and  unpaid :  that  after  the  rent 

(a)  5  Taunt.  778. 
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18SL  so  became  and  was  due  and  payable^  and  while  the  same 
was  actually  due,  in  arrear,  and  unpaid,  and  within  thiitj 
days  next  before  the  said  time  when  &c.  Francis  MayA 
and  the  Plaintiff  fraudulently  and  clandestinely  conyeyed 
away  and  carried  off  and  from  the  said  fium  and  ptemisei 
so  held  and  enjoyed  by  Francis  Mcyell  as  tenant  thereof 
to  Mary  Day  as  aforesaid,  divers,  to  wit^  six  cows  and 
six  heifers,  being  the  proper  goods  and  chattds  of 
Francis  MayeUj  to  prevent  the  Defendants,  as  the  biilifi 
and  agents  of  Mary  Day^  from  distraining  the  same  bt 
the  said  rent  so  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  said  re- 
moval actually  due,  in  arrear,  and  unpaid  as  aforesaid; 
and  for  that  purpose  conveyed  the  said  last-mentioned 
cows  and  heifers  to  the  said  close  in  which,  &c.  withoot 
leaving  any  other  goods  and  chattels  on  the  said  fiurm 
and  premises  so  held  by  Francis  Mayell  as  aforesaid, 
whereon  the  said  Defendants,  as  such  baili£&  and  agents 
as  aforesaid,  could  and  might  distrain  for  such  arrears 
of  rent  as  aforesaid ;  for  which  reason,  and  because  the 
rent  still  remained  in  arrear  and  unpaid,  and  becaose 
there  was  no  sufficient  distress  upon  the  said  premises 
so  held  by  Francis  Mayell  as  aforesaid  whereon  the 
Defendants,  as  such  bailiffs  and  agents  as  aforesaid,  could 
distrain  for  such  arrears  of  rent,  and  because  the  said 
last-mentioned  cows  and  heifers,  which  had  been  so 
fraudulently  and  clandestinely  conveyed  away  and  car* 
ried  off  by  Francis  Mayell  and  the  Plaintiff  as  aforesaid 
after  the  said  rent  became  and  was  due  and  in  arrear, 
still  remained  and  were  in  the  said  close  in  which  &c. 
to  which  the  same  had  been  conveyed  as  afbresud,  the 
Defendants,  as  the  bailiffs  and  agents  oi  MaryDay^  and 
by  the  command  of  Mary  Day^  afterwards  and  whik 
the  said  rent  so  remained  due,  in  arrear,  and  unpaid  ii 
aforesaid,  and  within  thirty  days  next  after  the  said  last- 
mentioned  cows  and  heifers  were  and  had  been  lo 
fraudulently  and  clandestinely  conveyed  away  and  off* 

lied 


^ 
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ried  off  as  aforesaid^  that  is  to  say^  at  the  time  when  1881. 
&c  broke  and  entered  the  said  close  in  which  &C.9 
and  because  the  said  gate  was  then  and  there  standing 
apd  beuig  on  the  said  close  in  which  &&,  and  was 
then  and  there  fastened  with  the  said  lock  in  the  de« 
claration  mentioned,  so  that  without  breaking  open  and 
breaking  to  pieces  the  said  gate,  and  breaking,  injuring, 
and  destroying  the  lock,  the  Defendants,  as  such  bailiffs 
and  agents  as  aforesaid,  could  not  enter  into  the  said 
close  in  which,  &c.  to  distrain  the  said  last^mentioned 
oows  and  heifers  so  fraudulently  and  clandestinely  re- 
moved as  aforesaid,  they  the  Defendants,  as  such  bailiffs 
and  agents  aforesaid,  at  the  time  when,  &c.  for  that  pur** 
pose  did  necessarily  and  unavoidably  a  little  break  open 
and  break  to  pieces  the  said  gate,  and  a  little  break, 
injure,  and  destroy  the  said  lock,  doing  no  unnecessary 
damage,  in  order  to  seize  and  take  the  said  last-men- 
tioned cows  and  heifers  so  being  in  the  said  close  as  afore- 
Bud,  as  a  distress  for  the  said  arrear  of  rent  so  due  and 
owing  from  Francis  MayeU  to  Mary  Day^  and  did  there- 
upon, at  the  said  time  when  &c  and  within  thirty  days 
after  the  said  last-mentioned  cows  and  heifers  had  been 
and  were  so  fraudulendy  and  clandestinely  conveyed 
away  and  carried  off  as  aforesaid,  in  the  said  close  in 
which,  &c.  take  and  seize  the  said  last-mentioned  cows 
and  heifers  so  there  found  and  being,  as  a  distress  for 
the  said  arrears  of  rent,  the  same  then  remaining  due, 
iu  arrear,  and  unpaid  as  aforesaid. 

Thirdly,  that  the  said  Francis  Mayelly  on  the  7th  of 
January  1831,  and  for  a  long  space  of  time  then  last 
past,  and  from  thence  until  and  at  the  said  time  when, 
8(c.  held  and  enjoyed  a  certain  other  farm  and  premises, 
with  the  appurtenances,  situate  &c.,  as  tenant  thereof  to 
Mary  Day 9  under  and  by  virtue  of  a  certain  demise  thereof 
before  then  made  by  Mary  Day  to  Francis  Mayellf  upon 
which  demise  a  certain  yearly  rent,  to  wit,  the  rent  or 
sum  of  ISO/,  was  reserved  and  made  payable  from  Francis 
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189h        Mayell  to  Mary  Day:  that  just  before  the  said  dine 
R   ""        when,  8tc.  to  wit,  on,  &c.  a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wh^ 
V.  110/.  of  the  rent  aforesaid,  was  due  and  owing,  and  pay- 

WooLLiTi     able  from  Francis  MayeU  to  Mary  Day^  and  from  thence 
until  and  at  the  said  time  when,  &c  remained  and  con- 
tinued due  in  arrear  and  unpaid :  that  just  befine  the 
said  time  when,  &c.  that  is  to  say,  after  the  said  last* 
mentioned  rent  became  and  was  due  and  payable,  aod 
while  the  same  was  actually  due,  in  arrear,  and  unpaid^ 
the  Defendants,  as  bailiffs  and  agents  of  Mary  Ikof^  and 
by  her  command,  then  and  there,  to  wit,  on,  &c.  at,  flu:, 
distrained  divers  goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  FranoM 
Mayelly  to  wit,  six  other  cows,  and  six  other  heifers, 
then  being  in  and  upon  the  said  last^mentioned  farm  and 
premises,  for  the  said  last^mentioned  rent  so  due  and 
unpaid  as  aforesaid  to  Mary  Day :  that  the  Plaintiff 
before  the  said  time  when,  &c.  did  wrongfully  seizes  tak^ 
and  carry  away  the  said  last-mentioned  cows  and  heifers 
so  distrained  as  aforesaid,  and  then  in  the  custody  of 
the  Defendants  as  such  bailiffs  and  agents,  and  the  same 
did  carry  off  from  the  said  last-mentioned   farm  and 
premises,  and  before  the  said  time  when,  &c.  did  wrong- 
fully convey  the  said  last-mentioned  cows  and  heifers  to 
the  close  in  which,  &c.;  and  because  the  said  last-men- 
tioned cows  and  heifers,  at  the  said  time  when,  &c.  were 
wrongfully  put  and  detained  by  the  Plaintifi^  and  then 
were  in  the  said  close  in  which,  &c.  the  said  rent  being 
unpaid  and  unsatisfied,  the  Defendants,  as  bailifi  and 
agents  of  Mary  Day^  and  by  her  command,  at  the  said 
time  when,  &c.  in  order  to  retake  the  said  cows  and 
heifers,  and  to  impound  them  as  a  distress  for  the  said 
rent  so  due  and  unpaid  as  aforesaid,  broke  and  entered 
the  said  close  in  which,  &c.;  and  because  the  said  gate 
was  then  and  there  standing  and  being  on  the  said  chne 
in  which,  &c.  and  was  then  and  there  festened  with  die 
said  lock  in  the  first  count  mentioned,  so  that  without 
breaking  open  and  breaking  to  pieces  the  said  gate^  and 
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breaking,  injuring,  and  destroying  the  said  lock,  the  1881. 
Defendants,  as  such  bailifTs  and  agents  as  aforesaid, 
could  not  enter  into  the  said  close  in  which,  &c.  to 
retake  the  said  cows  and  heifers  so  wrongfully  carried 
off  as  last  aforesaid,  tlie  Defendants,  as  such  bailiffs  and 
i^nts  as  aforesaid,  at  the  said  time  when,  &c.  and  for 
that  purpose,  did  necessarily  and  unavoidably  a  little 
break  open  and  break  to  pieces  the  said  gate,  and  a 
little  break,  injure,  and  destroy  the  said  lock,  and  take 
the  said  cows  and  heifers  so  being  in  the  said  close  as 
aforesaid,  and  drive  them  out  of  the  said  close,  in 
which,  &c 

The  Plaintiff  joined  issued  on  the  first  plea ;  and  to 
the  second  replied,  that  the  said  Francis  Mayell  and  the 
said  Plaintiff  did  not  fraudulently  or  clandestinely  Cott- 
le away  or  carry  off  or  from  the  said  farm  and  pre- 
mises so  held  and  enjoyed  by  Francis  Mayell^  as  such 
tenant  thereof,  to  Mary  Day  as  aforesaid,  the  said  cows 
or  heifers  in  the  second  plea  mentioned,  or  any  of  them, 
to  prevent  the  Defendants,  as  the  bailifis  and  agents  of 
Mary  Day^  from  distraining  the  same  for  the  said  rent  so 
in  arrear  and  unpaid; 

And  to  the  third,  that  he,  the  Plaintiff,  did  not,  before 
the  said  time  when,  &c.  wrongfully,  seize,  take,  or  con- 
vey away  the  said  cows  and  heifers  in  the  said  last  plea 
mentioned,  or  any  of  them,  in  manner  and  form  as  the 
Defendants  had  above  in  their  said  last-mentioned  plea 
in  that  behalf  alleged. 

At  the  last  Wiltshire  assizes  a  verdict  having  been 
found  for  the  Plaintiff,  on  the  general  issue,  with  a 
farthing  damages;  and  for  the  Defendants  on  the  two 
issues  on  the  pleas  of  justification, 

Wilde  Serjt.  moved  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  Plaintiff 
on  those  two  issues,  non  obstante  veredicto^  on  the  ground 
that  the  first  justification  was  defective  in  not  alleging 
thftt  the  Defendants  were  attended  with  a  constable 
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18S1.  when  they  broke  open  the  PlaindfTs  gate,  and  the  se- 
cond, in  not  alleging  that  the  cattle  were  retaken  upoa 
fresh  pursuit. 

As  to  the  first,  the  authority  to  take  cattle  or  goods 
fraudulently  removed  for  the  purpose  of  elading  a  dis- 
tress,  is  given  only  by  the  statute  11  6.  2.  c.  19.  f.  7*9 
by  which  it  is  enacted,  that  *^  where  any  goods  or  chat- 
tels, fraudulently  and  clandestinely  conveyed  or  carried 
away  by  any  tenant  or  tenants,  lessee  or  lessees,  hisy 
her,  or  their  servant  or  servants,  agent  or  agents,  or 
other  person  or  persons  aiding  or  assisting  therein,  shall 
be  put,  placed,  or  kept  in  any  house,  barn,  stable,  out- 
house, yard,  close,  or  place  locked  up,  fastened,  or 
otherwise  secured,  so  as  to  prevent  such  goods  or  chat- 
tels from  being  taken  or  seized  as  a  distress  for  arrears 
of  rent,  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  for  the  landlord  or 
landlords,  lessor  or  lessors,  his,  her,  or  their  steward, 
bailiff,  receiver,  or  other  person  or  persons  empowered, 
to  take  and  seize,  as  a  distress  for  rent,  such  goods  and 
chattels,  (first  calling  to  his,  her,  or  their  assistance  the 
constable,  headborough,  borsholder,  or  other  peace 
ofiicer  of  the  hundred,  borough,  parish,  district,  or  place 
where  the  same  shall  be  suspected  to  be  concealed,  who 
are  hereby  required  to  aid  and  assist  therein ;  and  ia 
case  of  a  dwelling-house,  oath  being  also  first  made 
before  some  justice  of  the  peace  of  a  reasonable  ground 
to  suspect  that  such  goods  or  chattels  are  therein,)  in 
the  day  time  to  break  open  and  enter  into  such  house^ 
barn,  stable,  outhouse,  yard,  close,  and  place,  and  to  take 
and  seize  such  goods  and  chattels  for  the  said  arrears  of 
rent,  as  he,  she,  or  they  might  have  done  by  virtue  of 
this  or  any  former  act,  if  such  goods  and  chattels  had 
been  put  in  any  open  field  or  place." 

The  party,  therefore,  is  without  authorit}',  unless  :be 
strictly  observes  the  conditions  imposed  by  the  statoCe; 
and  the  condition  of  securing  the  attendance  of  a  con- 
stable has  been  wisely  imposed  to  prevent  a  breach  of 
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the  peace.  With  respect  to  the  second  plea  of  justifi-  18S1. 
cation,  it  was  essential  to  the  Defendants  to  allege  that  '.^ '  "^ 
the  cattle  were  retaken  on  fresh  pursuit  after  a  rescue.  <„. 

The  Defendants   are  not  allowed  to  retake  the  cattle     Woolley. 
at  any  distance  of  time,  nor  unless  there  has  been  a 
rescue. 

A  rule  nisi  was  granted,  and 

'.  Bompas  Serjt  shewed  cause.  In  this  case  it  was  not 
necessary  to  resort  to  a  constable,  nor  to  allege  his 
presence;  at  all  events  the  omission  is  cured  by  verdict. 
The  clause  requiring  the  presence  of  a  constable  when 
the  goods  are  retaken,  is  found  in  a  parenthesis,  which 
applies  only  to  the  case  where  the  goods  are  suspected 
to  have  been  concealed,  or  have  been  placed  in  a  dwell- 
ing-house.    Here,  there  was  no  concealment. 

As  to  the  second  justification,  it  is  alleged  that  the 
plaintiff  took  the  cattle  while  they  were  in  custody  of 
the  Defendants  by  virtue  of  the  distress :  an  unlawful 
rescue,  therefore,  is  in  effect  averred ;  Co.  Lil.  160.  b,;  the 
Plaintiff  was  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor ;  and  the  Defend- 
ants were  justified  in  retaking  the  distress,  wherever  it 
might  be  found.  Co.  Lit.  161.  Fost.  320.  1  HalCi  459. 
Hawk.  P.  C.  book  2.  c  14.  s.  9.  In  Genner  v.  Sparks{a\ 
it  was  held,  that  if  a  party  about  to  be  arrested  at- 
tempted to  rescue  himself,  the  bailiff  might  break  open 
a  house  to  seize  him ;  and  in  Francombe  v.  Pinche  (i),  it 
was  held  allowable  to  break  open  a  house  in  order  to 
recover  goods  which  had  been  improperly  rescued.  By 
the  stronger  reason,  it  was  allowable  for  the  Defendants 
under  similar  circumstances  to  enter  the  Plaintiff's  field. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  The  Court  is  of  opinion  that  neither 
the  second  nor  third  pleas  state  facts  sufficient  to  justify 

{a)  6  Mod.  173*  (b)  Esp.  N.  P.  396.  4th  edit. 

Xx  8  the 


668  CASES  IN  TRINITY  TERM 

]8S1.  the  trespass  alleged  in  the  declaration.  The  Plaintiff 
complains  of  a  trespass  committed  by  breaking  his 
dose,  and  particularly  by  breaking  the  locks  of  the 
gate.  The  first  justification  is,  that  rent  being  doe 
from  MayeU  as  tenant  to  Mary  Dty^  the  Plaindi^  and 
MayeU  within  thirty  days  before  the  time  when,  &c« 
fraudulently  carried  off  cattle  from  MayeW%  premises  to 
prevent  a  distress,  and  conveyed  them  to  the  dose  in 
which,  &&,  and  that  the  rent  remaining  unpud,  the 
Defendants,  as  bailifi&  of  Marjf  Day^  and  by  her  com* 
niand,  within  thirty  days  broke  and  entered  the  dose  in 
which,  &c.  and  broke  the  lock  in  order  to  seize,  and 
did  seize  the  said  cattle  as  a  distress  for  the  rent  so  in 
arrear. 

The  objection  to  that  plea  is,  that  all  the  conditions 
imposed  by  the  statute  have  not  been  observed  by 
the  Defendants.  It  is  contended,  that  before  the  lock 
was  broken  a  constable  ought  to  have  been  called  in 
aid  of  the  Defendants,  and  that  the  plea  is  bad  for  want 
of  averring  his  presence. 

It  must  be  observed,  that  the  authority  to  take  the 
cattle  is  an  authority  given  by  act  of  parliament  to  the 
landlord,  and  being  a  new  authority,  care  must  be  taken 
that  the  course  pointed  out  by  the  statute  be  stricdy 
pursued. 

It  has  been  urged  on  the  part  of  the  DefendantSi 
that  the  presence  of  a  constable  is  not  required  where 
there  has  been  no  concealment  and  the  entiy  is  made 
into  a  close :  but  upon  looking  at  the  statute,  we  are  of 
opinion  that  the  presence  of  a  constable  is  required 
upon  breaking  open  any  place  locked  up,  and  in  case 
of  breaking  into  a  house,  the  additional  precaution  of  a 
previous  application  to  a  magistrate. 

This  appears  from  the  first  section  of  the  statute^ 
which  enacts,  that  in  case  any  tenant  shall  *<  fivudo- 
lently  and  clandestinely  convey  away,  or  carry  off  or 
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from  such  premises,  his,  her,  or  their  goods  or  chattels,  1831. 
to  prevent  the  landlord  or  lessor,  landlords  or  lessors, 
from  distraining  the  same  for  arrears  of  rent  so  reserved, 
due,  or  made  payable,  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  to 
and  for  every  landlord  or  lessor,  landlords  or  lessors, 
or  any  person  or  persons  by  him,  her,  or  them  for  that 
purpose  lawfully  empowei*ed,  within  the  space  of  thirty 
days  next  ensuing  such  conveying  away  or  carrying  off 
such  goods  or  chattels  aforesaid,  to  take  and  seize  such 
goods  and  chattels  wherever  the  same  shall  be  found, 
as  a  distress  for  arrears  of  rent,  and  the  same  to  sell  or 
otherwise  dispose  of,  in  such  manner  as  if  the  said 
goods  and  chattels  had  actually  been  distrained  by  such 
lessor  or  landlord,  lessors  or  landlords,  in  and  upon 
such  premises,  for  such  arrears  of  rent,  any  law,  cus« 
tom,  or  usage  to  the  contrary  in  anywise  notwith- 
standing." 

The  first  section,  therefore,  gives  him  the  same  au« 
thority  over  the  premises  to  which  goods  shall  have 
been  clandestinely  removed,  us  over  the  premises  of  the 
tenant,  and  on  those  premises  he  could  have  no  right  to 
break  open  a  lock.  The  seventh  section  then  gives  him 
a  more  extended  remedy,  and  enacts,  —  contemplating 
the  infirmity  of  the  common  law,  which  would  not  allow 
a  breaking  in  where  premises  were  fastened, -— that 
**  where  any  goods  or  chattels  fraudulently  or  clan** 
destinely  conveyed  or  carried  away  by  any  tenant  or 
tenants,  lessee  or  lessees,  his,  her,  or  their  servant  or 
servants,  agent  or  agents,  or  other  person  or  persons 
aiding  or  assisting  therein,  shall  be  put,  placed,  or  kept 
in  any  house,  barn,  stable,  outhouse^  yard,  close  or  place 
locked  up  or  fastened,  or  otherwise  secured  so  as  to 
prevent  such  goods  or  chattels  from  being  taken  and 
seiased  as  a  distress  for  arrears  of  rent,  it  shall  and  may 
be  lawful  for  the  landlord  or  landlords,  lessor  or  lessors, 
his,  her,  or  their  steward,  bailiff  receiver,  or  other  per* 
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1881.  son  or  persons  empowered,  to  take  and  seize  as  a  distress 
for  rent,  such  goods  and  chattels,  (first  calling  to  his, 
her,  or  their  assistance,  the  constable,  headboroogh, 
borsholder,  or  other  peace  officer  of  the  hundred, 
borough,  parish,  district,  or  place^  where  the  same  shall 
be  suspected  to  be  concealed,  who  are  hereby  required 
to  aid  and  assist  therein ;  and  in  case  of  a  dwelling  house, 
oath  being  also  first  made  before  some  justice  of  the 
peace  of  a  reasonable  ground  to  suspect  that  such  goods 
or  chattels  are  therein,)  in  the  day  time  to  break  open 
and  enter  into  such  house,  bam,  stable,  outhouse,  yard, 
close,  and  place,  and  to  take  and  seize  such  goods  and 
chattels  for  the  said  arrears  of  rent,  as  he,  she,  or  th^ 
might  have  done  by  virtue  of  this  or  any  former  act,  if 
such  goods  and  chattels  had  been  put  in  any  open  field 
or  place." 

It  is  impossible  to  read  this  section  without  seeing, 
that  in  order  to  prevent  a  breach  of  the  peaces  the 
presence  of  a  constable  is  required  in  every  case  where 
force  is  resorted  to,  and  if  the  goods  withdrawn  be 
secured  in  a  dwelling-house,  that  a  previous  application 
must  be  made  to  a  magistrate.  The  landlord  has  the 
remedy  of  pursuing  the  goods,  if  he  fulfils  the  conditions 
imposed  by  the  statute ;  but  unless  he  does  so^  his  pro- 
ceeding is  without  authority. 

That  disposes  of  the  first  justification. 

The  second  states  that  the  Defendants  bad  distrained 
cattle  of  MayeWs  for  rent  due  from  him  to  Mary  Day^ 
and  that  the  Plaintiff,  before  the  time  when  they  entered 
into  his  close,  wrongfully  took  and  carried  away  the 
cattle  so  distrained  and  then  in  the  custody  of  the  De- 
fendants, and  wrongfully  conveyed  them  from  Mcydts 
farm  to  the  close  in  which,  &c.;  and  because  they  were 
wrongfully  detained  by  the  Plaintiff  in  the  close  in 
v^hich,  &c.  and  the  rent  due  to  Mary  Day  was  unpaid, 
the  Defendants,  as  bailifis  of  Mary  Day,  broke  open  die 
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close  in  which,  &c.  to  retake  the  cattle  and  impound  them        18S1. 
as  a  distress  for  the  rent  due. 

That  plea,  in  effect,  states  a  retaking  of  cattle  rescued 
after  a  distress,  and  therefore  should  have  shewn  some 
authority  to  go  to  the  premises  of  the  rescuer,  and  take 
the  cattle  from  thence.  The  first  material  omission  in 
that  respect  is,  that  this  is  not  stated  to  have  been  done 
upon  fresh  pursuit  For  aught  that  appears  to  the  con- 
trary, the  retaking  might  have  been  at  any  distance  of 
time.  Now,  what  is  the  law  on  this  subject?  The 
common  law  gave  the  party  injured  a  writ  of  rescouSf 
but  that  being  found  insufficient,  he  was  enabled  by 
Stat  ^  W.Sr  M.  c.  5.  to  sue  for  treble  damages.  Besides 
that,  he  had  another  remedy  by  which  he  might  replace 
himself;  namely,  a  recaption :  but  that  is  confined  to 
cases  where  the  recaption  can  take  place  without  a 
breach  of  the  peace,  and  upon  fresh  pursuit.  Instances 
are  pointed  out  in  2  BolL  Abr.  565^  566.;  and  Blackstone 
says  (a),  *'  That  this  natural  right  of  recaption  shall 
never  be  exerted  where  such  exertion  must  occasion  strife 
and  bodily  contention,  or  endanger  the  peace  of  society. 
If,  for  instance,  my  horse  is  taken  away,  and  I  find 
him  in  a  common,  a  fair,  or  a  public  inn,  I  may  lavrfully 
seize  him  to  my  own  use;  but  I  cannot  justify  breaking 
open  a  private  stable,  or  entering  on  the  grounds  of  a 
third  person,  to  take  him,  except  he  be  feloniously 
stolen,  but  must  have  recourse  to  an  action  at  law.^ 
If  the  common  law  will  not  allow  a  party  to  resort  to 
ibrce  for  the  purpose  of  retaking  his  own  goods,  there 
is  no  reason  why  a  larger  power  should  be  extended  to 
the  case  of  goods  distrained,  at  any  rate,  unless  they 
are  retaken  upon  fresh  pursuit.  In  Genner  v.  Sparks^  a 
bailiff  had  attempted  to  arrest  a  party  against  whom 
be  had  a  legal  warrant,  which  is  very  different  from  the 

(a)  3  BL  Com,  5. 
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19SU  case  of  on  unauthorized  individual  taking  the  law  into 
his  own  hands.  In  Francomhe  v.  Pinche  there  was  a  con- 
tinuation of  possession  from  the  time  of  the  seizure. 
We  regret,  that  tlie  Plaintiff  should  obtain  his  costs 
upon  this  objection,  where  the  merits  of  the  justification 
have  been  found  for  Uie  Defendant;  but  we  cannot 
esteem  the  pleas  sufficient,  and  the  rule  must  therefore 
be  made  absolute. 

Park  J.  concmTed. 

Gaselee  J.  The  first  section  of  the  statute  gives  no 
authority  to  break  a  lock ;  and  the  seventh,  which  gives 
the  authority,  requires  the  presence  of  a  constable* 

BosANQCJET  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion  as  to  both 
the  pleas.  If  a  party  justifies  a  breaking  open  to  take 
goods  which  have  been  fraudulendy  removed  to  dade  a 
distress,  as  he  has  no  authority  except  under  tbesevoith 
section  of  11  G.2.  c.  19.,  he  must  pursue  the  coarse 
prescribed  by  that  statute.  In  every  such  case  he  must 
be  attended  by  a  peace  officer,  and  in  case  of  breaking 
open  a  house  must  first  apply  to  a  magistrate.  As  to 
the  second  justification,  there  is  no  authority  for  saying 
that  goods  taken  out  of  the  custody  of  a  party  who  has 
distrained  them  may  be  retaken  at  any  time  afterwards. 
In  Francombe  v.  Pitiche  there  was  a  continuance  of 
possession. 

Rule  abfiolutet 
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Nelson  v.  Cherrell  and  Others.  j„„^  g.  ^ 

TRESPASS    for   breaking  and   entering   Plaintiff's  Asecondcom- 
dwelling-house,  and  taking  goods.  bankrupt  U 

The  Defendants  pleaded  that  one  Hemy  Uayd  be-  void  while  a 

came  a  bankrupt  on  the  27th  oi  February  1830;  that  a  ^^^^  ^« 

.  .  .  remains  in 

commission  was  issued   on  the  petition  of  one  John  ^^^^ .  ^o  a 

Green^  and  John  Green  the  younger,  and  Uojfd  ad-  replication  in 

jadged  a  bankrupt;  that  the  DefcDdants  CkerreU  and  S^*^ 

Green  were  chosen  assignees ;  that  the  commission  was  title  to  goods 

still  in  force,  and  Henry  Lloyd  became  lawfully  posr  "n^^rafirst 

.  commission 

jessed  of  the  goods,  &c.  which  were  by  his  bankruptcy  ^till  in  force, 

vested  in  the  Defendants,  as  his  assignees,  and  were  in  it  i*  iU  for  a 

the  said  house  in  which,  &c. ;  that  the  Defendants  were  ^j^^  claims 

entitled  as  assignees  to  takeaway  and  have  possession  under  a  second 

of  the   said  sroods,  &c.  and   thereupon   entered   and  <^oro'^="f«on, 

, ,  f   «  ^  to  rejoin,  that 

peaceably  took,  &c.  the  goods  were 

The  Plaintiff,  in  his  replication  to  this  plea,  admitted  in  tiie  order 
the  commission  as  stated  in  the  plea,  but  set  forth  a  ^£  ^|^^  piaiii. 
prior  commission,  under  which  one  Richard  Cuttill  had  tiff*  by  the 
J>eeD  chosen  assignee;  and  averred  that  no  certificate  P«™"»«onot 
had  been  obtained  by  the  said  Henry  Uoyd  under  the  under  the  fim 
first  commission.  commission. 

The  Defendants  rejoined,  that  Henry  Uoyd  had  in  ^^^  to  tilt 

bis  possession,  order,  and  disposition,  the  said  goods  defendant  by 

by  the  permission  of  CutitUj  and  that  the  said  goods,  ™  ••wgn^ 
«  1  •       1  .  11  J  mwt  under 

&c.  passed  by  the  assignment  under  the  second  com-  thf  second. 

mission. 

Demurrer  and  joinder. 

When  the  case  was  called  on,  the  Court,  stopping 
Smsell  Serjt,  who  was  to  have  argued  in  support  of  the 
demurrer,  asked 

£.  Lawcs 
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E.  Lawes  Serjt^  who  appeared  for  the  Defendants, 
whether  he  could  distinguish  this  case  from  Faaderi. 
Cosier  (a),  and  TiU  v.  fVOson.  (b) 

L/mes  admitted  that  he  could  not ;  except  that  those 
were  cases  in  which  application  was  made  by  a  bank- 
rupt for  his  discharge :  here  the  Plaintiff  was  a  stranger 
to  both  commissions. 


Sed  per  Curiam.  The  Court  could  not  hold  the 
second  commission  void  in  one  case,  and  support  it  in 
another :  the  decision  in  the  King's  Bench  is  quite  deci* 
sive;  and  as  we  approve  of  that  decision,  we  must  adhere 
to  it. 

Judgment  for  the  PlaintiE 


{a)  xo  B.  C!f  C.  4»7< 


{b)  7B.tffa6%4* 


June^t 


WiLCE   V.   WiLCE. 


Tesutorcom-  HTHIS  was  a  writ  of  entry  brought  by  the  demandant  to 
menced  his  recover  from  the  tenant  certain  land,  called  Cardast^ 

lows :  « As  J*^  the  parish  of  St.  Kew^  in  the  county  of  Corrmdll^  of 

touching  such  which  one  George  Wilce  died  seised  in  fee  within  thirty 

^ridiy  pro-  years  next  before  the  issuing  the  original  writ     On  his 

with  it  hath  death  the  right  descended  to  one  John  Soper  Wilce,  the 

pleistd  God  eldest  son  and  heir  of  George  Wilce,  and  from  him,  on 

I  give»  devbe>  ^^^  death,  to  the  said  demandant,  the  son  and  heir  of 
and  dispose  of 

the  same  in  manner  following;''  and»  after  various  bequests  and  devises,  concluded: 
**  All  the  rest  of  my  worldly  goods»  bonds,  notesi  book  debts,  and  ready  money,  and 
every  thing  else  1  die  possessed  of,  I  give  to  my  son  George:** 

Held,  that  George  took  a  fee  in  lands  of  the  testator  not  specificaJly  derised  by 
the  wilL 

Join 
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John  Soper  Wilce ;  and  into  which  land  the  tenant  en- 
tered by  abatement  after  the  death  of  George  Wilce,  and 
in  the  lifetime  of  John  Soper  Wilce. 

To  this  the  tenant  pleaded,  first,  a  devise  to  him  of 
the  land  in  fee  simple  by  the  said  George  Wilce,-  se- 
condly, a  devise  to  him  of  the  land  for  the  life  of  the 
said  tenant  by  the  said  George  Wilce;  which  devises  the 
demandant  in  the  replication  denied. 

At  the  trial  before  Taunton  J.,  last  ComxoaU  Spring 
assizes,  a  verdict  was  taken  for  the  demandant,  subject 
to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  on  the  following  case : 

George  Wilce  being  seised  in  fee  and  in  possession  of 
certain  real  property,  made  his  will,  dated  June  1804, 
duly  attested  to  pass  real  property,  by  which,  after  in- 
dicating his  intention  to  dispose  of  all  his  property  by  the 
following  preamble,  —  **  As  touching  such  worldly  pro- 
perty wherewith  it  hath  pleased  God  to  bless  me  in  this 
world,  I  give,  devise,  and  dispose  of  the  same  in  the 
following  manner  and  form," — he  devised  20L  a  year 
to  his  widow,  payable  out  of  his  estate  called  Car^ 
close;  20/.  a  year  to  his  daughter  jinn  Triffeify  also 
charged  on  Carclase,  together  with  a  legacy  of  50/. 
and  sundry  chattels;  his  estate  in  Crewkhem,  and  all 
thereunto  belonging,  to  his  son  John^  together  with  two 
houses  and  gardens  in  Chappell  Ambkj  sundry  chattels^ 
and  10/.;  one  halfindale  of  his  estate  called  Trevaran  to 
bis  daughter  Catharine  Lean,  together  with  sundry 
chattels,  and  10/.;  one  halfindale  of  his  estate  called 
Trevaran  to  his  son  Thomas,  together  with  sundry 
houses  and  gardens  in  Chappell  Amble,  and  sundry 
chattels ;  one  halfindale  of  his  estate  called  Tregare  to 
his  son  Henry,  together  with  a  field  and  house  in  Chap^ 
pell  Amble,  and  sundry  chattels,  in  consideration  of  the 
devisee's  paying  the  devisor's  grandchildren  5L  each ; 
one  halfindale  of  Tregare  to  his  daughter  Maty  Ann^ 

together 
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together  with  sundry  chattels,  upon  condition  of  her 
paying  10/.  to  each  of  his  brothers  Thomas  and  Jofaiy 
and  his  sister  Elizabeth  People^  and  to  his  brother  WU- 
Ham  SL  yearly  out  of  Tregare ;  his  estate  in  Keoij  called 
North  Barton^  to  his  son  George^  upon  paying  KM.  a 
year  each  to  testator's  daughters  Ann  Triffey  and  CaUuh 
rine  Lean^  and  10/.  a  year  each  to  testator's  sons  Tkoma$ 
and  Henry.  After  a  legacy  of  6L  each  to  Reibert  and 
Elizabeth  Rawderij  the  will  proceeded  as  follows:  — 
^  If  any  or  either  of  my  before-mentioned  childreii 
should  happen  to  die  before  they  shall  arrive  at  the 
age  of  twenty-one  years,  all  houses,  gardens,  premises, 
or  parts  of  premises,  given  in  this  my  will,  to  dther 
of  them  so  dying,  shall  become  the  property  of  mj 
children  that  shall  be  then  living,  share  and  share 
alike.  All  the  rest  of  my  worldly  goods,  bonds,  notei^ 
book  debts,  and  ready  money,  and  every  thing  eke  I 
die  possessed  of,  I  give  to  my  son  George^  whom  I  make 
my  whole  and  sole  executor.  And  I  do  hereby  nonu* 
nate  and  appoint  John  TickeU^  Esq.  of  the  paridi  of  St. 
Minver^  and  Nicholas  Thomas  of  the  parish  of  St.  Ket^ 
in  trust  to  pay  all  the  legacies  bdbre  mentioned,  and 
for  fulfilling  all  this  my  last  will  and  testament.'' 

The  testator  died  in  July  1804,  without  having  altered 
or  revoked  his  said  will.  At  the  time  of  making  bb 
will,  and  of  his  death,  he  was,  amongst  other  real  pit>- 
perty,  seised  in  fee  and  in  possession  of  the  estate  of 
Carclasef  in  the  will  mentioned,  which  was  the  salject 
of  this  action,  and  was  not  included  in  any  of  Uie 
lands  or  tenements  specifically  devised  in  and  by  the 
said  will. 

The  demandant  was  the  son  and  heir  at  law  of  the 
said  John  Soper  WUce^  who  was  the  eldest  son  and  heir 
at  law  of  the  testator,  and  who  is  mentioned  in  the  will 
as  his  son  John. 

The 
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The  tenant  was  a  younger  son  of  the  devisor^  add        1851. 
the  person  named  in  the  will  as  executor  and  legatee^ 
The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was. 
Whether    the    above-mentioned    estate  of  Cardase       Wilcs. 
passed  to  the  tenant,  either  in  fee  simple  or  for  life, 
under  the  above  will  ?     Should  the  Court  be  of  cpinion 
that  it  did  so  pass,  then  the  verdict  was  to  be  entered 
for  the  tenant ;  but,  if  of  a  contrary  opinion,  then  the 
▼erdict  was  to  b^  entered  for  the  demandant. 

Eussell  Serjt.  for  the  demandant.  The  interest  in 
Cardase  did  not  pass  by  this  will.  It  will  be  argued  on 
the  other  side,  that  the  will  commences  with  a  preamble 
shewing  the  testator's  intention  to  pass  all  his  property. 
But  in  Doe  d.  Spearing  v.  Buckner  (a).  Lord  Kenyan 
says,  ^^  The  testator  set  out  in  the  beginning  of  his  wilt 
as  if  he  had  intended  to  dispose  of  all  his  property : 
but  though  those  general  words  would  have  shewn  his 
intention  if  there  had  been  subsequent  words  in  the  will 
to  carry  that  intent  into  execution,  as  was  held  by  Lord 
Talbot  in  Ibbetson  v.  Beckwith  (&),  it  has  been  held,  in  a 
▼ariety  of  cases,  that  alone  they  are  not  sufficient  to  dis- 
pose of  a  fee." 

There  must,  therefore,  be  other  words  pointing  out 
the  property  in  dispute  as  intended  to  pass  by  the  will : 
and  the  proof  that  it  was  meant  to  pass  lies  on  the  de- 
Tisee;  for  in  Boe  d.  Helling  v.  Yetid  (c),  Manffield  C.  J. 
said,  ^*  In  cases  between  the  heir  and  the  devisee,  the 
question  is  not  whether  the  heir  can  prove  that  the  tes-^ 
tator  did  not  intend  to  pass  real  property,  but  whether 
the  devisee  can  prove  that  he  did.  The  proof  lies  <ya 
the  devisee."  The  intention  must  be  clearly  made  out^ 
And  the  language  of  the  residuary  clause  in  this  will, 

(a)  6  T.R.  6io.       (b)  Cas.  Temp.  Talb.  is 7'       W  »-^'  R'^H* 

referring 
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referring  only  to  chattels,  is  not  sufficient  to  pass  red 
estate,  unless  the  intention  be  perfectly  dear.  In  Dot 
d.  Hick  y.  Dring{a\  where  the  question  was  what 
should  pass  under  the  w^ord  effects,  Le  Blanc  i*  said, 
^^  The  question  is,  what  is  the  meaning  of  the  word 
^ects ;  if  the  Court  can  see  that  the  testator  meant 
by  it  to  pass  his  real  estate,  then  the  judgment  most 
be  for  the  plaintiff;  but  if  we  are  not  perfectly  satis- 
fied upon  that  point,  then  the  judgment  must  pass 
for  the  heir."  In  Doe  v.  Rout  {b)  all  the  cases  are 
considered  by  Gibbs  C.  J.,  and  be  refers  to  TimenU  v. 
Perkins  (c),  where  die  expression  '^  all  the  rest  of  my 
property"  was  held  to  be  confined  to  personal  property, 
because  the  bequest  preceding  it  was  of  personal  pro- 
perty also.  In  Doe  d.  HurreU  v.  Hurrell  (d),  Abbott  CJ. 
considers  the  omission  of  words  of  limitation  a  circam- 
stance  to  be  in  some  degree  relied  on.  Now,  in  this 
will,  where  the  testator  speaks  of  the  realty  generally, 
he  employs  the  word  estate ;  where  particularly,  be  em- 
ploys apt  words,  as  house,  garden,  or  the  like;  bat  in 
the  residuary  clause  he  mentions  only  the  rest  of  his 
worldly  goods,  and  things  which  must  be  classed,  as 
chattels.  {Bosanquet  J.  referred  to  Sttutrt  v.  Marqns 
of  Bute,  {e)-] 


Merewetlier  Serjt.  contra.  The  testator's  estate  of 
Carclase  passed  under  these  residuary  words.  The 
residuary  words  taken  alone  might  not  have  been  suffi- 
cient; but  taken  in  conjunction  with  the  preamble  to  the 
will,  the  testator's  intention  must  be  considered  as  suffi- 
ciently expressed.  In  Doe  d.  Spearing  y.  Buckner,  Bee 
d.  Helling  v.  Yeud,  and  Doe  d.  Hicke  v.  Dring,  there 


(a)  a  JIf.  &f  5. 448. 

(b)  7  Taunt,  yg.     %  Marsh.  397. 

(c)    %  Atk.  I02. 


(-0  5B.ia  A.1%. 
ifi)  I  Dmv.  7j. 
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was  no  such  preamble  to  assist  the  construction  of  the 
residuary  clause.     The  cases  referred  to  by  Gibbs  C.  J., 
in  Doe  d.  Bunny  v.  Boutj  are  all  in  like  manner  dis- 
tinguishable from  the  present ;  and  the  observation  he 
makes  on  the  will  in  TimeweU  v.  Perkins  is  in  favour  of 
the  Defendant  here,  for  the  residuary  clause  in  this  will 
is  preceded  not  by  bequests  of  personal  property,  but 
but  by  devises  of  the  realty.     ^^  All  the  i*est  of  my 
worldly  goods,"  coming  afler  several  devises  of  realty, 
must,  according  to  the  construction  adopted  in  TimeweU 
▼•  Perkins,  mean,  even  if  taken  in  connection  with  what 
precedes,  all  the  rest  of  my  property.     But  it  may  be 
taken  separately,  for  by  itself  it  is  a  perfect  and  sensible 
clause ;  and  in  Hopewell  v.  Ackland  {a),  Trevor  J.  said 
of  a  new  and  distinct  sentence,  *^  Item  is  a  usual  word 
in  a  will  to  introduce  new  distinct  matter;  therefore,  a 
clause  thus  introduced,  is  not  influenced  by,  nor  to  in- 
fluence, a  precedent  or  subsequent  sentence,  unless  it  be 
of  itself  imperfect  and   insensible   without  reference; 
therefore  not  here,  where  both  clauses  are  perfect  and 
sensible."    Then,  in  Noel  v.  Hm/  {b\  the  nomination  by 
a  will  of  the  testator's  wife  as  executrix,  ^^  thereby  be- 
queathing to  her  all  the  property  of  whatever  descrip- 
tion or  sort  that  I  may  die  possessed  of,"  &c  was  held 
to   pass  a  copyhold  estate  belonging  to  the  testator, 
which  he  had  surrendered  to  the  use  of  his  will.     In 
4S!»f//^  V.  Coffin  (c),  where  A.,  by  his  will,  "  as  to  such 
worldly  estate  as  God  had  pleased  to  bless  him  with," 
made  a  provision  for  his  heir  at  law,  and  ^'  devised  nil 
the  rest  and  residue  of  his  goods,  chattels,  rights,  cre- 
dits,  personal  and  testamentary  estate  whatsoever,  to 
J3.  for  his  own  use,  benefit,  and  disposal,"  it  was  held, 
that  under  that  clause  B,  took  an  estate  in  fee  in  the 


(a)   I  Salk^  239. 
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18dl«       lands  of  the  testator.     And  in  Z>oe  d.  Penaotarden  ▼•  Git 
bert  (a),  where  the  language  of  the  ivill  was,  *^  As  fir 
my  temporal  estate  and  effects,  I  give  and  dispose  «f 
the  same  in  manner  following:  I  give  and  bequest  Is 
L.  C.  4/. ;  I  give  and  bequeath  to  M.  H.  SL ;  I  gb^ 
deoisey  and  bequeath  to  «/.  G.  all  my  lands,  ttaewaiMi 
and  hereditaments,  with  their  appurtenances,  partial 
larly  those  called  B^  and  C ;  and  all  the  rest  and  leadbi 
of  my  goods  and  chattels,   personal  and  tesiameHkKg 
effects  whatsoever,  I  give  and  bequeath  to  the  said  JL6| 
whom  I  make  my  sole  executor  of  this  my  will  i**  itm 
held,  that  a  fee  in  the  estates  B.  and  C  passed  to  J.  & 
under  the  words  all  the  rest  and  residue  of  my  testamai^ 
ary  effeci$.    That  the  introductory  words  of  a  will  M 
important  towards  ascertaining  the  testator's  inteolM% 
is  established  by  Beachcroft  v.  Beachcrqfi  {b\  Ibbetim  ii 
Beckwith  (c),  and  Hogan  v.  Jackson,  (d)     From  the  in- 
troductory words  of  this  will,  ^<  touching  such  waMj 
property  wherewith  it  has  pleased  God  to  bless  ne^* 
the  Court  will  infer  that  the  testator  intended  to  di^KM 
of  all  his  property ;  and  where  there  is  an  intentioa  Mt 
to  die  intestate,  the  words  of  the  residuary  daaseMj 
be  applied  as  well  to  real  estate  as  to  personalty.   If 
the  Defendant  takes  the  estate  in  question  under  tbe 
residuary  clause,  he  takes  a  fee,  because  the  proper^  is 
charged  with  the  payment  of  annuities. 

Bussell.  The  residuary  clause  having  nrti^c*^  tbt 
word  rest  expressly  to  goods,  ^^  all  the  rest  of  my 
worldly  goods"  it  cannot  be  applied  to  realty.  !■ 
Hopewell  v.  Ackland^  the  testator  in  the  preceding  psit 
of  his  will  had  disposed  of  land,  and  of  nothing  else :  is 

(a)  sB.^B. 85.  (c)  Cos.  temp,  Talh.  157. 

{b)  %Fem»6^.  (d)  Co<ivp,  %^. 
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Noel  v.  Hoy  the  devise  was  for  the  maintenance  of 
children^  for  which  it  might  be  necessary  to  call  the 
land  in  aid :  in  Smith  v.  Coffin^  the  residuary  devise  was 
of  the  testator's  testamentary  estate^  not  his  worldly 
goodSf  and  there  was  a  preamble  to  the  will  in  the  same 
language :  in  Doe  v.  Gilbert^  also,  the  preamble  referred 
to  the  testator's  temporal  estate :  and  in  Doe  d.  Andrew 
▼•  Lainchbury  (a\  the  testator  had  devised  real  property 
after  a  preamble  as  to  personalty,  so  that  the  words 
property  and  effects  were  used  as  synonymous  to  real 
estate,  —  a  circumstance  on  which  Lord  EUeriborough 
mainly  relied.  In  residuary  clauses  which  have  been 
held  to  convey  the  realty,  are  found  either  the  word 
estate^  or  an  express  reference  to  the  realty,  or  a  general 
bequest  of  the  residue  without  any  qualification,  as  here, 
by  a  word  denoting  personal  property. 


TiNDAL  C.  J.  The  only  question  here  is,  whether 
on  the  face  of  this  will  there  is  a  sufficient  indication  of 
an  intention  on  the  part  of  the  testator  to  pass  real  pro- 
perty by  the  residuary  clause  of  the  will,  because  the 
intention  of  the  testator,  as  it  has  been  well  said,  is  the 
polar  star  in  the  construction  of  a  will.  By  the  preamble 
it  is  quite  clear  he  meant  to  dispose  of  nil  his  property. 
**  As  touching  such  worldly  property  wherewith  it  hath 
pleased  God  to  bless  me  in  this  world,  I  give,  devise, 
and  dispose  of  the  same  in  the  following  manner  and 
form."  Nothing  can  be  more  comprehensive  than  these 
words :  no  one  can  doubt  that  he  meditated  disposing 
of  all  he  had  in  the  world.  The  question  is,  whether, 
looking  at  the  body  of  the  will,  we  can  see  he  has 
carried  that  intention  into  effect.  First,  he  proceeds 
to  dispose  of  all  his  lands,  which  shews  that  under 
worldly   property   he   comprehended  land.     Then   he 
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comes  to  the  residuary  clause, — **  All  the  rest  of  my 
worldly  goods,  bonds,  notes,  book  debts,  and  ready 
money,  and  every  thing  else  I  die  possessed  qf^  I  give  to 
ray  son  Georger 

I  can  readily  agree,  that  if  this  clause  had  been 
confined  to  "  all  the  rest  of  my  bonds,  notes,  book 
debts,  and  ready  money,"  it  would  not  have  been 
sufficient  to  pass  the  testator's  real  property.  The  ex* 
pression  worldly  goods  must  have  been  confined  to  those 
which  are  specified  in  succession ;  but  the  clause  then 
comes  to  its  natural  conclusion,  and  the  testator  adds, 
*^  and  every  thing  else  I  die  possessed  of.**  By  etxry 
thing  else  must  be  understood  every  thing  else  not  before 
disposed  of.  Seeing  what  was  the  testator's  intenuon  as 
disclosed  by  the  preamble  to  the  will,  we  cannot  but  say 
he  has  employed  words  sufficient  to  carry  it  into  efiecti 
Smith  v.  Coffin  comes  nearest  to  the  present  case. 


) 


Park  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Morally  speak- 
ing, there  can  be  no  doubt  of  this  testator's  intention  to 
dispose  of  every  thing  which  belonged  to  him :  but  has 
he  sufficiently  disclosed  it  by  the  language  of  the  will? 
That  can  only  be  collected  firom  the  circumstances  of 
the  particular  case,  for  no  decision  on  other  wills  can 
exactly  apply;  and  at  first  I  entertained  some  doubt, 
because,  the  heir  being  favoured  at  law,  the  onm  pro- 
bandi  rests  with  the  devisee.  But  the  testator  begins 
with  expressing  his  intention  to  dispose  of  all  his  worldly 
property;  and  having  in  no  less  than  eleven  distinct 
paragraphs  distributed  minutely  various  portions  of  it, 
he  leaves  every  thing  else  he  dies  possessed  of  to  his 
son  George^  the  other  property  left;  to  him  having  been 
burthened  by  four  annuities.  Doe  v.  GUbet-t  is  a  strong 
case,  but  not  stronger  than  the  present.  There  the 
will  commenced  with  the  words,  <^  As  for  my  temporal 
estate  and  effects,  I  give  and  dispose  of  the  same  in 

manner 
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manner  following;"  and  after  various  bequests  and 
devises,  the  testator  concluded:  "  All  the  rest  and 
residue  of  my  goods  and  chattels,  personal  and  testa- 
mentary effects  whatsoever,  I  give  and  bequeath  to 
J.  G"  And  it  was  contended,  that  testamentary  effects 
must  be  confined  to  personalty :  but  the  Chief  Justice 
said,  "  There  ai^e  many  cases  in  which  the  words  estate 
and  effects  will  give  a  fee  from  the  company  in  which 
they  are  found.  So  that,  considering  the  case  of  Smith 
V.  Coffin^  and  that  the  word  testamentary  is  here  accom- 
panied by  nearly  the  same  expressions  as  it  was  in  that 
case,  it  appears  clear  that  the  testatrix  in  the  present 
case  has,  by  the  introductory  words,  expressed  ian  in- 
tention to  dispose  of  all  her  property,  and  in  the  re- 
siduary clause  used  expressions  sufficient  to  carry  that 
intention  into  effect."  Coupling,  therefore,  the  intro*- 
ductory  with  the  residuary  clause  in  this  will,  and  con- 
sidering that,  after  enumerating  various  kinds  of  chattels, 
the  testator  adds,  ^^  And  every  thing  else  I  die  pos-* 
sessed  of,"  there  is  no  reason  for  contending  that  words 
so  general  should  be  confined  to  things  ejusdem  generis 
as  those  immediately  before  specified. 


18SL 


Gaselee  J.  This  is  a  nice  question,  on  which  I 
have  had  some  doubts,  and  at  first  thought  the  heir 
entitled;  but  upon  looking  more  accurately  into  the 
will,  and  considering  the  cases  of  Smith  v.  Coffin  and 
Doe  V.  Gilbert,  I  think  that  real  estate  will  pass  under 
the  language  of  this  residuary  clause.  For  in  Smith  v. 
Coffin  and  Doe  v.  Gilbert,  as  well  as  in  the  present  case, 
the  bequest  of  all  the  rest  of  the  testator's  testamentary 
eflects  was  accompanied  with  a  previous  bequest  of 
personal  property.  In  Doe  v.  Gilbert,  as  in  the  pre- 
sent case,  there  was  a  devise  of  specific  estates  both  to 
the  heir  at  law  and  the  residuary  devisee ;  and  it  was  held, 
that  under  the  general  language  of  the  residuary  clause, 
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coupled  with  the  intention  of  the  testator,  as  disdosed 
by  the  preamble,  the  devisee  took  an  estate  in  fee^ 
although  the  words  of  the  specific  devise  would  only 
have  carried  an  estate  for  life. 


BosANQUET  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  testator's 
interest  in  his  estate  of  Carclase  passed  to  the  De- 
fendant by  the  language  of  the  residuary  clause.  The 
introductory  words  of  the  will  show  the  testator's  in* 
tention  to  dispose  of  the  whole  of  his  proper^.  Those 
words  alone  would  not  be  sufficient  to  pass  real  property. 
There  must  be  words  in  the  will  to  carry  such  an  in- 
tention into  effect.  The  words  relied  on  here  are, 
^^  Every  thing  else  I  die  possessed  of; "  and  the  questioD 
is,  whether  the  operation  of  those  words  is  restrained  by 
the  language  with  which  they  are  associated ;  for  if  those 
words  had  stood  alone,  they  would  clearly  carry  real 
estate.  Huxtep  v.  Brooman.  (a)  But  the  dedsions  of 
Smith  V.  Cqffin  and  Doe  v.  Gilbert  are  extr^nely  strong 
to  shew  these  words  are  not  so  restrained.  In  both  of 
those  cases  the  language  used  was  similar:  the  intro- 
duction to  the  will  shewed  the  testator's  intention  to 
dispose  of  the  whole  of  his  property,  and  the  words 
of  the  residuary  clause  were,  of  themselves,  ambiguous. 
In  both  cases  the  words  testamentary  estate  or  effiscU 
were  preceded  by  an  enumeration  of  chattel  property; 
in  both,  testamentarij  estate  and  effects  was  held  to  ex- 
tend to  any  thing  devisable ;  and,  in  both,  recourse  was 
had  to  the  introductory  words  to  explain  the  testator's 
meaning.  Doe  v.  Lainchbury  is  also  a  strong  case. 
Lord  EUenborough  indeed  said,  that  there  the  *^  testator 
directed  money  to  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  land, 
to  be  added  to  his  *  other  adjoining  property.*  That  gives 
us  a  standard  of  his  meaning  of  the  word  property^  and 
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shews  that  he  meant  by  it  real  estate;"  but  he  only 
mentioned  that  as  a  corroborating  circumstance.  There 
is  strong  ground,  therefore,  for  deciding  in  this  case  that 
the  expression  *^  Every  thing  else  I  die  possessed  oi^" 
is  not  to  be  restrained  by  the  preceding  words.  But  we 
are  not  driven  to  that,  because  there  is  clearly  a  break 
in  the  sentence  before  they  occur,  so  that  there  is 
no  reason  for  associating  them  with  what  precedes ;  and 
in  that  respect  the  case  differs  from  Stuart  v.  Marquis 
cf  ButCj  where  the  devise  was  of  certain  freehold  ma- 
nors, lands,  collieries,  &c. ;  and  where  the  testator 
bequeathed  all  and  every  the  waggon-ways,  rails,  staiths, 
and  all  implements,  utensib,  and  things^  which  should 
be  used  or  employed  for  working  and  management  of 
the  collieries,  and  might  be  deemed  of  the  nature  of 
personal  estate,  to  be  enjoyed  by  the  persons  respect- 
ively entitled  under  the  will  to  the  said  manors,  lands, 
collieries,  &c. ;  and  the  question  was,  what  things  passed 
with  the  collieries. 

Upon  the  whole,  I  think  that,  under  the  language  of 
this  residuary  clause,  the  Defendant  was  entitled  to  take 
real  estate,  and  if  entitled  at  all  he  was  entitled  in  fee* 

Judgment  for  the  Defendant. 
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jB.  sued  out 
execution 
against  A, 
After  seizure^ 
and  before 
sale,  the  exe- 
cution was 
set  aside  by 
rule  of  K.  fi., 
of  which  the 
sheriff*  re- 
ceived notice 
from  A.  before 
the  sale*  and 
by  the  terms 
of  the  rule 
ji.  was  to 
bring  no  action 
for  the  seizure. 
The  sheriff* 
having  pro- 
ceeded to  a 
saley  on  the 
ground  that 
he  had  re- 
ceived no 
notice  of  the 
rule  from  B,^ 
Held»  that  A, 
might  sue  B. 
in  trespass  for 
the  sale. 


^i  HIS  was  an  action  of  trespass,  to  which  the  Defend- 
ant, in  his  third  plea  (which  raised  the  point  imme- 
diately before  the  Court),  pleaded  in  bar  a  judgment 
recovered  by  him  against  the  present  Plaintiff;  the  issu- 
ing of  two  writs  thereon,  under  which  a  partial  levy  had 
been  made ;  tliat  a  testatum Ji.  fa.  was  issued,  returnable 
on  Tuesday  the  28th  January^  indorsed  to  levy  25L  9s., 
with  poundage,  &c.,  being  the  residue  of  the  damages 
recovered  on  the  judgment;  and  that  this  writ  was  de- 
livered to  the  sheriff  on  the  15th  January  1831,  who 
entered  and  seized  the  goods  of  the  present  Plaintiff. 
The  plea  then  alleged,  that  such  proceedings  were  had 
in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  that  on  the  22d  January 
1831  it  was  ordered,  by  a  rule  of  that  Court,  that  the 
last-mentioned  execution  should  be  set  aside  witfaoat 
costs,  the  Defendant  in  that  cause  (that  is,  the  preseat 
Plaintiff,)  undertaking  not  to  bring  any  action  on 
account  of  the  said  seizure. 

The  replication  to  that  plea  alleged,  that  the  seizure 
in  the  said  rule  mentioned,  and  the  seizure  in  the  intro- 
ductory part  of  the  third  plea  mentioned,  were  other 
and  different;  upon  which  issue  was  joined;  and  the 
Plaintiff  having  also  new  assigned  to  the  second  plea, 
that  he  brought  his  action  for  another  and  different 
trespass  than  that  justified  in  the  second  plea,  the  De- 
fendant pleaded  not  guilty  to  such  new  assignment. 

At  the  trial  two  writs  were  proved :  one  sued  out  on 
the  24th  December  1830,  to  levy  46/.  10^.,  returnable 
the  11th  Januaty,  reciting  a  prewious  Jieri  Jactas ;  and 
another  sued  out  on   the  10th  January  1831,  to  levy 
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25L  95.,  returnable  the  28th  Januaty.     The  sheriff  took        1831. 
and  kept  possession  under  these  writs. 

It  appeared  that  the  rule  nisi  for  setting  aside  the 
execution,  which  was  granted  by  the  Court  of  King's     Plympton. 
Bench  on  Saturday  the  1 5th  Januaty,  was  served  on  the 
present  Defendant  (the  Plaintiff  in  the  former  cause), 
on  the  evening  of  the  same  day,  in  London,  after  the 
time  for  putting  letters  in  the  post ;  that  on  the  morning 
of  the  18th,  which  was  Tuesday,  the  under-sheriff  of 
'Nwihampton  was  served  with  the  rule  by  the  attorney 
for  the  present  Plaintiff;  that  the  present  Plaintiff  and 
his  attorney  tlien  remonstrated  with  the  under-sheriff 
against  his  going  on  with  the  sale,  notwithstanding  which 
he  proceeded  to  sell  on  the  18th,  alleging  that,  as  he 
bad  not  received  any  instructions  from  the  attorney  of 
the  Plaintiff  in  the  cause  (the  present  Defendant),  he 
was  not  warranted  in  staying  proceedings. 

A  verdict  was  found  for  the  Plaintiff,  subject  to  the 
opinion  of  the  Court  on  these  facts. 

Adams  Serjt.  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  ver- 
dict and  enter  a  nonsuit,  on  the  ground  that  the  Plain- 
tiff was  precluded  from  suing  by  the  express  terms  of 
the  rule  of  the  Court  of  B.  R.,  which  set  aside  the 
execution ;  but  that,  if  any  action  lay,  it  ought  to  have 
been  brought  against  the  sheriff,  who  was  solely  re- 
sponsible, andnot  against  the  present  Defendant. 

Goulburn  Serjt.  shewed  cause.  The  rule  was  deli- 
vered to  the  Defendant  on  the  15th  of  January,  and 
the  condition,  that  the  Plaintiff  should  bring  no  action, 
could  only  apply  to  the  seizures  made  previously  to  that 
day.  The  rule  does  not  restrain  him  from  suing  for 
the  subsequent  seizure  and  sale;  if  it  did,  the  Plain- 
tiff would  have  gained  nothing  by  setting  aside  the 
execution.  And  the  action  well  lies  against  the  Defend- 
ant ; 
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ant ;  for  though  the  sheriff  may  be  criminally  responsible 
for  disobeying  the  rule  of  Court,  tlie  Defendant,  who 
sets  him  in  motion,  is  civilly  responsible  for  all  the 
damage  done.  Bates  v.  Pilling  (a).  Parson  v.  Lla^(b\ 
Barker  v.  Braham.  (c) 


Adams.  There  was  but  one  seizure;  there  was  no 
discontinuance  of  possession ;  and  the  sale  on  the  18th 
was  only  a  consequence  of  the  act  of  seizure*  The  rule 
of  Court  was  meant  to  apply  to  all  proceedings  under 
the  seizure ;  the  Plaintiff,  therefore,  was  bound  by  the 
undertaking  not  to  sue  on  account  of  the  seizure^  and 
the  present  action  is  a  violation  of  good  faith.  There 
is  no  real  distinction  between  seizure  by  the  sheriff,  and 
sale ;  the  whole  may  be  considered  as  one  transaction. 
But,  at  all  events,  the  sheriff  alone  is  responsible  after 
the  notice  served  on  him  on  the  morning  of  the  sale. 
It  is  immaterial  by  whom  he  was  apprised  of  the  rule  of 
Court ;  and  if  his  proceeding  be  a  violation  of  the  nde, 
he  is  the  party  to  answer  for  it. 

Cur.  adv.  vidL 


1 


TiNDAL  C.  J.  This  is  an  action  of  trespass,  to  which 
the  Defendant,  in  his  third  plea  (which  raises  the  point 
immediately  before  the  Court),  pleads  in  bar  a  judgment 
recovered  by  him  against  the  present  Plaintiff;  the 
issuing  of  two  writs  thereon,  under  which  a  partial  levy 
had  been  mode;  that  a  testatum  fi.  fa.  issued,  retnmable 
on  Tuesday  the  18th  January^  indorsed  to  levy  25^.  9s., 
with  poundage,  &c.,  being  the  residue  of  the  damages 
recovered  on  the  judgment ;  and  that  this  writ  was  de- 
livered to  the  sheriff  on  the  15th  January  1830,  who 
entered  and  seized  the  goods  of  the  present  Plaintiff 
The  plea  then  alleges,  that  such  proceedings  were  had 
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in  the  G)urt  of  King's  Bench  that,  on  the  22d  Janu-^ 
an/  1831,  it  was  ordered,  by  a  rule  of  that  Court,  that 
the  last-mentioned  execution  should  be  set  aside  without 
costs,  the  Defendant  in  that  cause  (that  is,  the  present 
Plaintiff,)  undertaking  not  to  bring  any  action  on 
account  of  the  said  seizure. 

The  replication  to  this  plea  alleges,  that  the  seizure 
in  the  said  rule  mentioned,  and  the  seizure  in  the  intro- 
ductory part  of  the  third  plea  mentioned,  are  other  and 
different;  upon  which  issue  is  joined;  and  the  Plain- 
tiff having  also  new  assigned  to  the  second  plea,  that  he 
brought  his  action  for  another  and  different  trespass 
than  that  justified  in  the  second  plea,  the  Defendant 
pleads  not  guilty  to  such  new  assignment 

The  real  question,  therefore,  raised  between  the 
parties  on  these  pleadings  is,  whether  there  has  been 
any  seizure  by  the  sheriff  subsequent  to  that  which  was 
covered  by  the  rule ;  and  if  so,  whether  the  Defendant 
(the  Plaintiff  in  the  former  action)  is  responsible  for 
that  seizure. 

At  the  trial  two  writs  were  proved :  one  sued  out  on 
the  24rth  December  1830,  to  levy  46/.  lOs.,  returnable 
the  11th  January^  reciting  a  pre'vious  Jieri  Jiicias ;  and 
another  sued  out  on  the  10th  January  1831,  to  levy 
25L  9&,  returnable  the  28th  January.  The  sheriff  took 
and  kept  possession  under  these  writs. 

It  appeared  that  the  rule  nisi  for  setting  aside  the 
execution,  which  was  granted  by  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench  on  Saturday  the  15th  January,  was  served  on  the 
present  Defendant  (the  Plaintiff  in  the  former  cause) 
on  the  evening  of  the  same  day,  in  London,  after  the 
time  for  putting  letters  in  the  post ;  that  on  the  morn- 
ing of  the  ISth,  which  was  Tuesday,  the  under-sheriff  at 
Northampton  was  served  with  the  rule  by  the  attorney 
for  the  present  Plaintiff;  that  the  present  Plaintiff  and 
bis  attorney  then  remonstrated  with  the  under-sheriff 
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against  his  going  on  with  the  sale;  notwithstanding 
which  he  proceeded  to  sell  on  the  18th,  alleging  that, 
as  he  had  not  received  any  instructions  from  the  attor-* 
ney  of  the  Plaintiff  in  the  cause  (the  present  Defendant), 
he  was  not  warranted  in  staying  proceedings. 

A  verdict  was  found  for  the  Plaintiff^  subject  to  die 
opinion  of  the  Court  on  these  facts.  It  has  been  in- 
sisted that,  under  the  circumstances  above  stated,  tlie 
Plaintiff  ought  to  have  been  nonsuited  :  first,  because 
the  present  Defendant  was  not  responsible  for  the  ocnh 
duct  of  the  sheriff  in  proceeding  to  sell  after  the  rate 
for  staying  proceedings  had  been  served  upon  the 
sheriff;  and,  secondly,  because  the  rule  of  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench,  by  which  the  execution  was  set  aside,  hid 
restrained  the  present  Plaintiff  from  bringing  any  action 
for  the  sei2ure. 

But  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
retain  his  verdict  It  is  admitted  by  the  pleadings,  that 
the  execution  has  been  set  aside.  The  present  Defiend- 
ant,  therefore,  cannot  justify  his  acts,  as  Plaintiff  m  die 
former  cause,  under  proceedings  which  must  now  be 
taken  to  be  null  and  void.  In  suing  out  bis  execntioo 
originally,  he  must  be  considered  as  a  wrongdoer  i  and, 
having  set  the  sheriff  in  motion  by  a  writ  lU^ally  issued, 
he  must  answer  for  the  acts  of  the  sheriff  in  execating 
such  writ,  unless  something  can  be  shewn  to  distinguish 
his  case  from  that  of  any  other  plaintiff  who  ddirers 
a  writ  to  the  sheriff  to  be  executed  without  lawful 
authority. 

It  is  contended  that,  as  the  sheriff  had  been  served 
with  the  rule  for  staying  proceedings  by  the  present 
Plaintiff,  it  was  not  incumbent  on  the  present  Defendant 
to  take  any  further  step  to  prevent  the  sale  ;  but  it  is  to 
be  recollected,  that  the  seizure  must  now  be  taken  to 
have  been  originally  wrongful ;  and  the  ineffectual  act 
of  the  present  Plaintiff,  in  endeavouring  to  prevent  the 

sheriff 
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in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  that,  on  the  22d  Janu-- 
ary  1831,  it  was  ordered,  by  a  rule  of  that  Court,  that 
the  last-mentioned  execution  should  be  set  aside  without 
costs,  the  Defendant  in  that  cause  (that  is,  the  present 
Plaintiff,)  undertaking  not  to  bring  any  action  on 
account  of  the  said  seizure. 

The  replication  to  this  plea  alleges,  that  the  seizure 
in  the  said  rule  mentioned,  and  the  seizure  in  the  intro- 
ductory part  of  the  third  plea  mentioned,  are  other  and 
different;  upon  which  issue  is  joined;  and  the  Plain- 
tiff having  also  new  assigned  to  the  second  plea,  that  he 
brought  his  action  for  another  and  difierent  trespass 
than  that  justified  in  the  second  plea,  the  Defendant 
pleads  not  guilty  to  such  new  assignment 

The  real  question,  therefore,  raised  between  the 
parties  on  these  pleadings  is,  whether  there  has  been 
any  seizure  by  the  sheriff  subsequent  to  that  which  was 
covered  by  the  rule ;  and  if  so,  whether  the  Defendant 
(the  Plaintiff  in  the  former  action)  is  responsible  for 
that  seizure. 

At  the  trial  two  writs  were  proved :  one  sued  out  on 
the  24th  December  1830,  to  levy  46/.  105.,  returnable 
the  11th  January,  reciting  a  ^x&j\oms  Jieii  facias  $  and 
another  sued  out  on  the  10th  January  1831,  to  levy 
25/.  95.,  returnable  the  28th  January.  The  sheriff  took 
and  kept  possession  under  these  writs. 

It  appeared  that  the  rule  nisi  for  setting  aside  the 
execution,  which  was  granted  by  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench  on  Satttrday  the  15th  Januaryj  was  served  on  the 
present  Defendant  (the  Plaintiff  in  the  former  cause) 
on  the  evening  of  the  same  day,  in  London^  after  the 
time  for  putting  letters  in  the  post ;  that  on  the  morn- 
ing of  the  ]8th,  which  was  Tuesday^  the  under-sheriff  at 
Northampton  was  served  with  the  rule  by  the  attorney 
for  the  present  Plaintiff;  that  the  present  Plaintiff  and 
his  attorney  then  remonstrated  with  the  under-sheriff 
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ju^ii,  LiGGiNs  V.  Inge  and  Another. 

Plaintiff's  ^PHIS  was  an  action  on  the  case,    and  die  declar- 

fttbcr,  by  oral  ^tion  stated   that  the  PlaintiflF,  before  and  at  die 

mitted^De-  ^'"^^  ^^  ^^®  committing  the  grievances  by  the  Defend* 

fendants  to  ants   as   thereinafter   next   mentioned,   was»   and  from 

lower  the  bank  ^^^^^^^  hitherto  had  been,   and  stiU  was  lawfully  pos- 
of  a  nver,  and  /  \  ^  ^ 

make  a  weir     sessed  of  and  in  a  certain  corn-mill,  with  the  appur- 

*!*®r^  ^^*"*"  tenances,  situate  and  being  in  the  cx>unty  of  the  dtj 

whereby  lew  ^^  Coventry ;  and  by  reason  thereof  before  and  at  the 

water  than  time  of  the  committing  of  the  grievances  by  the  sud 

^  Pl^^^ff^  Defendants  as  thereinafter  menUoned,  of  right  ought  to 

xnill :  Held,  have  had  and  enjoyed,  and  still  of  right  ought  to  lui?e 

that  Plaintiff     and  enjoy,  the  benefit  and  advantage  of  the  water  of  a 
could  not  sue  i  •  ■      i     .         n    i 

Defendants  for  certam  stream  or  watercourse,  which  during  all  that 

continuing  the  time  ought  to  have  run  and  flowed  in  its  usual  and 
^^^^'  proper  course,  flow,  and  current,  and  until  the  obstruc- 

tions and  diversions  thereof  thereinafter  next  mentioned 
of  right  had  run  and  flowed,  and  still  of  right  ought  to 
run  and  flow,  in  its  usual  and  proper  course,  flow,  and 
current  unto  the  said  corn-mill  of  the  Plainti£^  for  sap- 
plying  the  same  with  water  for  the  working  and  moie 
beneficial  use  and  enjoyment  thereof,  to  wit,  at,  &c.;yet 
the  Defendants,  well  knowing  the  premises^  bat  con- 
triving and  wrongfully  and  unjustly  intending  to  injure 
and  prejudice  the  Plaintifl*  in  that  respect,  and  to  de- 
prive him  of  the  use,  benefit,  and  advantage  of  the 
water  of  the  said  stream  or  watercourse,  and  to  hinder 
and  prevent  him  the  Plaintifl*  from  working  his  mill  ia 
so  ample  and  beneficial  a  manner  as  he  had  theretofiNne 
done,  and  of  right  ought  to  have  done,  and  to  injure  him 

in 
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in  the  way  of  his  trade  and  business  of  a  miller,  which        1831. 
be  during  all  the  time  aforesaid  exercised  and  carried  on, 
and  still  did  exercise  and  carry  on  therein,  and  to  put 
him   to  great   charge,   expense,    trouble,    and   incon- 
venience, whilst  he  the  Plaintiff  was  so  possessed  of  the 
said  mill,  with  the  appurtenances  as  aforesaid,  and  so 
exercised  and   carried  on  his  said  trade  or  business 
therein,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  and  on  divers  other  days  and 
times  between  that  day  and  the  commencement  of  that 
suit,   to   wit,    at,   &c.,   wrongfully  and  injuriously  cut 
down,  pulled  down,  lowered,  and  made,  and  caused 
and  procured  to  be  cut  down,  pulled  down,  lowered, 
and  made,  a  great  part,  to  wit,  fifty  feet  of  one  of  the 
banks  of  the  said  stream  or  watercourse,  divers,  to  wit, 
ten  feet  lower  than  the  same  had  theretofore  been,  or 
of  right  ought  to  have  been,  or  still  of  right  ought  to  be, 
and  then  and  there  wrongfully  and  injuriously  erected, 
put  down,  set  down,  placed,  and  deposited,  and  caused 
and  procured  to  be  erected,  put  down,  set  down,  placed, 
and  deposited,  in  and  upon  the  said  bank  of  the  said 
stream   or   watercourse,    at   the  said   part  thereof  so 
lowered  as  aforesaid,  and  above  the  said  corn-mill  of 
the  Flaintif]^  divers,  to  wit,  ten  sluices,  ten  dams,  ten 
weirs,   ten  fletchers,  and  ten  boards,    and  wrongfully 
and   injuriously   kept   and   continued,   and   caused   to 
be  kept  and  continued,  the  said  sluices,  dams,  weirs, 
fletchers,   and    boards   so    there    respectively   erected, 
set  up,  put  down,  set,  placed,  and  deposited  as  afore- 
said,  for  a  long  space  of  time,   to  wit,   from  thence 
hitherto,  and   thereby  and  therewith,   and   by   means 
thereof^  during  all  the  time  aforesaid  wilfully  and  wrong- 
fully diverted  and  turned,  and  let  off,  and  caused  to  run 
and  flow  divers  large  quantities  of  the  waters  of  the  said 
stream  or  watercoui*se  out  of  its  proper  course  and 
channel,  and  away  from  the  said  corn- mill  of  the  Flain- 
tifiy  and  stopped,  and  prevented,  and  hindered  divers 

other 
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1831.  other  large  quantities  of  the  water  of  the  said  stream  or 
watercourse  from  ruuning  or  flowing  along  in  its  usual 
and  proper  course,  flow,  and  current^  to  the  said  oonn 
mill,  and  from  supplying  the  same  with  the  usual, 
proper,  and  regubr  flow  of  water  for  the  necessary  and 
convenient  working  thereof,  as  the  same  of  right  onj^t 
to  have  done,  and  otherwise  would  have  done^  and 
by  reason  thereof  caused  and  procured  divers  other 
large  quantities  of  the  water  of  the  said  stream  or 
watercourse  to  run  and  flow  to  the  said  mill  in  ooequal 
quantities  and  more  irregularly  than  the  same  had  there- 
tofore done^  or  of  right  ought  to  have  done^  or  still  of 
right  ought  to  do:  by  means  of  which  said  several  pre- 
mises, and  for  want  of  a  suflicient^  regular^  and  pvoper 
supply  of  water,  the  Plaintiff*  on  the  several .  days 
and  times  aforesaid  could  not  work  or  use  his  said 
corn-mill,  or  follow,  use,  or  exercise  his  said  Vnt^mr 
business  of  a  miller  therein,  in  so  large^  ampk^  and  be- 
neficial a  manner  as  he  might  and  otherwise  iroidd 
have  done,  but  was  thereby  during  all  the  tiuk^  siaot^ 
said  deprived  of  the  use  and  enjoynient  of  bis  said 
corn-mill,  and  of  all  the  benefits,  profits,  gain^  and 
advantages  which  he  otlierwise  might  and  would  bate 
made  by  carrying  on  his  said  trade  or  busiipess  thereio, 
to  wit,  at,  &c. .  t 

The  pleas  were  the  general  issue  and  the  statute  of 
limitations,  upon  which  issue  was  joined. 

The  cause  came  on  for  trial  at  Warwick  in  Afril  1829, 
when  an  order  of  Nisi  Prius  was  made  by  the  Cooct, 
with  the.consent  of  the  parties,  that  a  verdict  shoukl  be 
entered  for  the  Flaintifi*  for  500/.  damages,  subject  to  the 
award  of  an  arbitrator,  who  was  to  be  at  liberty  todiract 
for  whom  and  for  what  sum  the  verdict  should  finally  be 
entered,  and  to  settle  all  matters  in  difference :  between 
the  parties,  and  order  and  determine  what  sbottU  i|e 
done  by  either  party  respecting  the  matters  in  dispute. 

The 
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The  arbitrator,  by  his  award,  found  the  Plaintiff  in  the  183L 
action  to  be  the  owner  and  occupier  of  an  ancient  water 
com  mill,  situate  upon  the  river  Sherborne^  in  the  county 
of  Warwick :  the  Defendant  Edward  Inge  to  be  the 
owner,  the  Defendant  John  Grimmitt  the  occupier,  as 
tenant  to  the  said  Edward  Inge  of  another  ancient  water 
corn  mill,  also  situate  upon  the  same  river,  and  higher 
up  the  stream  than  the  mill  of  the  plaintiff;  that  this 
action  was  brought  to  recover  a  compensation  in  da- 
mages from  the  Defendants,  for  that  the  Defendants 
cut  down  and  lowered,  and  kept  and  continued  so  cut 
down  and  lowered,  a  part  of  the  bank  of  the  said  river, 
situate  and  being  between  the  mill  of  the  Defendants 
and  the  mill  of  the  Plaintiff,  and  on  a  part  of  the  said 
bank  so  lowered,  built  and  erected,  and  kept  and  con- 
tinued so  built  and  erected,  a  certain  weir  or  fletcher, 
and  by  that  means  caused  large  quantities  of  the  water 
of  the  said  river,  which  otherwise  would,  and  always 
before  had,  and  still  of  right  ought  to  have  flowed  to 
and  through  the  Plaintiff's  mill,  to  flow  in  a  new  course 
or  channel,  whereby  the  Plaintiff  was  deprived  of  a  due 
supply  of  water  for  his  said  mill ;  that  this  action  was 
commenced  in  Michaelmas  term  1828,  and  that  that  part 
of  the  bank  of  the  river  situate  and  being  between  the 
said  mills  was  so  cut  down  and  lowered  as  above  men- 
tioned, and  the  said  weir  or  fletcher,  built  and  erected 
there  by  the  Defendant  Inge  in  the  month  of  June 
1822;  that  the  said  bank  was  kept  so  cut  down  and 
lowered,  and  the  weir  or  fletcher  so  kept  and  continued 
as  aforesaid,  by  the  Defendants,  from  the  month  o{  June 
1822,  up  to  the  commencement  of  the  action  ;  that  the 
part  of  the  bank  so  cut  down  and  lowered,  and  upon 
whicii  the  weir  or  fletcher  was  built  and  erected  in  June 
1822,  then  and  still  was  the  soil  and  freehold  of  the 
Defendant  IngCy  and  was  occupied  by  the  Defendant 

Vol.  VII.  Z  z  Grimmitt 
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1831.  Grimmitt  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  said 
action,  under  a  demise  from  the  said  Ir^e :  that  at  the 
time  when  the  bank  of  the  river  was  so  cat  down  and 
lowered,  and  the  weir  or  fletcher  so  built  and  erected 
as  aforesaid,  the  mill  of  the  Plaintiff  was  the  property  of, 
and  was  occupied  by  one  George  Liggins  the  father  of 
the  Plaintiff;  and  that  the  Plaintiff  derived  his  title  to 
the  mill  from  his  said  father :  that  the  Defendant  Ingef 
at  the  time  when  he  cut  down  and  lowered  the  bank, 
and  built  and  erected  the  said  weir  or  fletcher  as  afore* 
said,  had  a  parol  licence  to  do  the  same  from  the  said 
George  Liggins ;  and  that  Ifige  did  the  same  at  his  own 
proper  costs  and  expenses :  that  the  lowering  or  cutting 
down  the  said  bank,  and  the  keeping  the  same  so 
lowered  and  cut  down  as  aforesaid,  and  the  erecting  and 
building  the  said  weir  or  fletcher,  and  the  keeping  the 
same  so  built  and  erected  were  injurious  to  the  mill  of 
the  Plaintiff  at  the  time  of  the  bringing  the  action,  by 
diverting  into  another  channel  the  water  which  was 
necessary  for  the  proper  working  of  his  said  mill;  and 
that  in  the  year  1827  the  said  George  Liggins^  the  father 
of  the  Plaintiff,  being  then  still  in  the  occupation  of  the 
mill  now  in  the  occupation  of  the  said  Plaintiff  repre- 
sented and  made  known  to  the  said  Defendants,  that 
the  lowering  and  cutting  down  the  bank,  and  keeping  it 
so  lowered  and  cut  down,  and  the  building  the  weir,  and 
so  keeping  it  were  injurious  to  him,  the  said  George 
LiggifiSf  in  the  occupation  and  enjoyment  of  bis  mill, 
and  at  the  same  time  called  upon  the  said  Defendants  to 
fill  up  and  raise  the  bank  to  its  ancient  and  accustomed 
height,  and  to  pull  down  or  remove  the  said  weir: 
whereupon  the  arbitrator  awarded,  that  the  verdict 
already  entered  up  for  the  Plaintiff  should  stand,  bat 
that  the  damages  should  be  reduced  to  Is. ;  and  directed, 
that  the  Defendants  should,  at  their  own  proper  costs 
and  charges,  raise,  elevate,  and  heighten,  the  weir  or 

fletcher 
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fletcher  along  the  whole  length  and  surface  of  it,  to  the  18S1. 
height  of  one  inch  and  a-half  above  its  present  height 
or  elevation,  and  should  keep  and  continue  it  so  elevated 
and  heightened ;  and  that  the  Defendants  should  enjoy 
the  weir  so  elevated  and  heightened  accordingly,  and  as 
long  as  the  said  weir  should  be  kept  and  continued  so 
elevated  and  heightened,  without  further  molestation 
from  the  PlaintiiF. 

In  Easter  term  last  the  Defendants  obtained  a  rule, 
calling  upon  the  PlaintiiF  to  shew  cause  why  the  award 
should  not  be  set  aside.  The  Court  directed  that  the 
matter  of  the  award  should  be  argued  in  the  form  of 
a  special  case ;  and  the  question  for  their  opinion  was, 
Wbether  the  award  was  good  in  law. 

Merewether  Seijt.  The  licence  given  in  1822,  being 
by  parol,  was  revocable,  and  after  revocation  this  action 
lies  for  a  continuance  of  injury.  The  Plaintiff's  father 
could  not  transfer  by  parol  any  right  over  the  stream 
which  supplied  his  mill ;  the  grant  of  such  a  right  could 
only  pass  by  deed.  In  Hevolins  v.  Shippam  (a),  where  it 
appeared  in  evidence  that  the  licence  to  construct  and 
continue  a  certain  drain  was  by  parol,  it  was  held, 
that  as  the  ric^ht  claimed  in  the  declaration  was  a  free« 
hold  right,  assuming  that  it  was  an  easement  only  upon 
the  land  of  another,  and  not  an  interest  in  the  land,  it 
could  not  be  created  without  deed.  If  the  licence  were 
irrevocable,  it  would,  without  adequate  consideration, 
bind  the  grantor  to  all  risk  for  the  future ;  but  where 
the  licence  is  only  by  parol,  and  without  consideration, 
the  grantee  ought  to  be  at  that  risk.  If  the  grantee  be 
led  into  expense  by  the  licence,  his  remedy  is  in  equity,  * 
not  at  law.  In  Barker  v.  Richardson  (i),  where  lights 
had  been  enjoyed  for  more  than  twenty  years,  contiguous 

(fl)  sB.isfC.  aai.  (b)  ^B.l!}  A.  579. 
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1881.  to  land  which,  within  that  period,  had  been  glebe  land, 
but  was  conveyed  to  a  purchaser  under  the  55  G,  3. 
c,  147.9  it  was  held  that  no  action  would  lie  against  such 

Inge.  purchaser  for  building  so  as  to  obstruct  the  lights,  inas- 
much as  the  rector,  who  was  tenant  for  life,  could  not 
grant  the  easement,  and  therefore  no  valid  grant  could 
be  presumed.  Winter  v.  Brockwell  (a)  may  be  relied  on 
by  the  other  side.  But  in  that  case  Lord  JSllenborougk 
was  much  influenced  by  the  circumstance,  that  the  par^ 
had  been  led  into  expense.  That  circumstance,  bow- 
ever,  does  not  aflect  the  question  in  a  couit  of  law;  for 
it  is  clear  that  the  owner  of  land  may  recover  in  eject- 
ment, although  buildings  may  have  been  erected  with 
his  consent.  Webb  v.  Paternoster  {b)  was  also  much 
relied  on.  But  that  case  only  decided,  that  a  licence 
cannot  enure  beyond  a  reasonable  time ;  tlie  obiter 
dictum  to  be  found  in  it,  that  an  executed  licence  is  not 
revocable,  was  not  necessary  to  the  decision  of  the  case, 
and  is  not  warranted  by  any  other  authority.  Even  if 
the  Plaintiff  could  not  revoke  the  licence  to  erect  the 
weir,  he  may  still  sue  in  respect  of  the  continuance,  for 
every  day's  continuance  is  a  new  injury.  As,  if  I  per* 
mit  a  party  to  turn  out  his  horse  in  my  park,  yet  if  the 
horse  do  me  injury,  or  his  presence  become  afterwards 
inconvenient*  I  may  revoke  my  permission.  It  is  true, 
that  in  Tayler  v.  Waters  (c),  Gibbs  C.  J.  referred  to 
Winter  v.  Brockwell  without  disapprobation.  But  the 
question  in  Tayler  v.  Waters^  was  not  whether  a  parol 
licence  was  revocable,  but  whether  an  opera  ticket  was 
an  interest  in  land.  And  in  Rex  v.  Homdonr<m4ke 
Hill  {d)f  Lord  EUenborough  used  language  incompatiUe 
witli  the  decision  in  Winter  v.  Brockwell.  In  FentimoM 
V.  Smith  {e)  it  was  holden,  that  where  one  declared  in  case 

{a)  8  Eojt,  308.  (d)  aM.^  S.  s6%. 

(6)  Pa/m.yi.  (e)  4£ajtfioy. 

(c)  7  Taunt.  384. 
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for  obstructing  a  water-course,  upon  his  possesion  of  a  18S1. 
mill  with  the  appurtenances,  and  that  by  reason  of  such 
his  possession,  he  had  a  right  to  the  use  of  water  running 
in  a  certain  tunnel  to  the  mill,  such  allegation  was  not 
supported  by  proof  that  the  tunnel  was  made  on  the  De- 
fendant's land  which  he  had  agreed  to  let  the  Plaintiff 
have  for  that  purpose  for  a  certain  consideration,  but  of 
which  no  conveyance  was  made  by  him  to  the  Defend- 
ant, and  he  had  since  refused  his  assent:  because  the 
Plaintiff  had  not  the  water  by  reason  of  his  possession 
of  the  mill,  &c.  but  by  parol  licence  or  contract,  which 
could  not  pass  the  title  to  the  land,  and  as  a  licence  was 
revocable,  and  revoked. 

Gotdbum  Serjt.  cofitrd.  Winter  v.  Brockwell  is  in 
point  for  the  Defendants,  and  has  never  been  impeached. 
In  that  case  it  was  held,  that  a  parol  licence  to  put  a 
sky-light  over  the  defendant's  area  (which  impeded  the 
light  and  air  from  coming  to  the  plaintiff's  dwelling- 
house  through  a  window),  could  not  be  recalled  at  plea^ 
sure,  after  it  had  been  executed  at  the  defendant's 
expense ;  at  least,  not  without  tendering  the  expenses 
he  had  been  put  to ;  and,  therefore,  no  action  would  lie, 
as  for  a  private  nuisance,  in  stopping  the  light  and  air, 
&c.,  and  communicating  a  stench  from  the  defendant's 
premises  to  the  plaintiff's  house  by  means  of  such  sky- 
light. That  decision  has  been  confirmed  by  Tayler  v. 
Waters^  recognised  by  Bayley  J.  in  Hewlins  v.  Shippanii 
and  Is  borne  out  by  the  decision  and  language  of  the 
Court  in  Webb  v.  Paternoster.  It  is  also  referred  to  in 
1  Wms.  Saund^  SOO  d,  note,  last  edition,  and  2  Wms. 
Sound,  lis  a.  note  a.  liex  v.  Horndon  does  not  apply  to 
the  question ;  and  Barker  v.  Richardson  merely  decides 
that  the  Court  will  not  presume  a  grant  where  there  is 
no  one  who  has  the  power  to  grant.  Fentiman  v.  Smith 
turned  wholly  on  the  statute  of  frauds.     In  the  present 

Z  z  3  case 
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18S1.  case  there  has  been  no  grant  of  laud,  nor  of  any  interest, 
but  merely  a  relinquishment  of  the  Plaintiff's  father's 
claim  to  more  water  than  was  necessary  for  the  purpose 
of  his  mill.  It  is  not  like  a  licence  to  do  acts  which 
consist  in  repetition ;  as,  to  walk  in  park,  or  use  a  way. 

(Other  points  were  argued,  but  the  Court  decided 
only  on  the  above.) 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  It  will  be  unnecessary  on  the  present 
occasion  to  consider  more  than  one  of  the  questions 
which  have  been  argued  at  the  bar,  namely,  whether 
the  present  action,  upon  the  facts  stated  in  the  award  oC 
the  arbitrator,  is  maintainable  against  the  Defendants. 

The  action  is,  in  point  of  form,  an  action  of  tort^  aad 
charges  the  Defendants  with  wrongfully  continuing  a 
certain  weir  or  fletcher,  which  the  Defendants  had  be- 
fore erected  upon  one  of  the  banks  of  the  river,  and  by 
that  means  wrongfully  continuing  the  diversion  of  the 
water,  and  preventing  it  from  flowing  to  the  Plaintiff's 
mill  in  the  manner  it  had  been  formerly  accustomed 
to  do. 

It  appeared  in  evidence  before  the  arbitrator,  that  the 
bank  of  the  river,  which  had  been  cut  down,  was  the 
soil  of  the  Defendants ;  and  that  the  same  had  been  cut 
down  and  lowered,  and  the  weir  erected,  and  the  water 
thereby  diverted  by  them,  the  Defendants,  and  at  their 
expense,  in  the  year  1822,  under  a  parol  licence  to  them 
given  for  that  purpose  by  the  Plaintiff's  father,  the  then 
owner  of  his  mill;  and  that  in  the  year  1827,  the  Plain- 
tiff 's  father  represented  to  the  Defendants,  that  the  low* 
ering  and  cutting  down  the  bank  were  injurious  to  him 
in  the  enjoyment  of  his  mill,  and  had  called  upon  them  to 
restore  the  bank  to  its  former  state  and  condition ;  with 
which  requisition  the  Defendants  had  refused  to  comply. 

The 
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The  question,  therefore,  is,  whether  such  non-com- 
pliance, and  the  keeping  the  weir  in  the  same   state 
after,    and   notwithstanding   the   countermand    of   the 
licence,  is  such  a  wrong  done  on  the  part  of  the  Defend-        It^Qi^* 
ants  as  to  make  them  liable  to  this  action. 

The  argument  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiif  has  been, 
that  such  parol  licence  is,  in  its  nature,  countermandable 
at  any  time,  at  the  pleasure  of  the  party  who  gave  it. 
That  to  hold  otherwise,  would  be  to  allow  to  a  parol 
licence  the  effect  of  passing  to  the  Defendants  a  perma- 
nent interest  in  part  of  the  water  which  before  ran  to 
the  Plaintiff's  mill;  which  interest,  at  common  law, 
could  only  pass  by  grant  under  seal,  being  an  incor- 
poreal hereditament,  and  which,  at  all  events,  would  be 
determinable  at  the  will  of  the  grantor  since  the  statute 
of  frauds,  as  being  **  an  interest  in,  to,  or  out  of  lands, 
tenements,  and  hereditaments." 

If  it  was  necessary  to  hold,  that  a  right  or  interest  in 
any  part  of  the  water,  which  before  flowed  to  the  Plain- 
tiff's mill,  must  be  shewn  to  have  passed  from  the 
Plaintiff's  father  to  the  Defendants  under  the  licence, 
in  order  to  justify  the  continuance  of  the  weir  in  its 
original  state,  the  difliculty  above  suggested  would  un- 
doubtedly follow.  For  it  cannot  be  denied  that  the 
right  to  the  flow  of  the  water,  formerly  belonging  to  the 
owner  of  the  Plaintiff's  mill,  could  only  pass  by  grant, 
as  an  incorporeal  hereditament,  and  not  by  parol 
licence. 

But  we  think  the  operation  and  effect  of  the  licence, 
after  it  has  been  completely  executed  by  the  Defendants, 
is  sufiicient,  without  holding  it  to  convey  any  interest  in 
the  water,  to  relieve  them  from  the  burthen  of  restoring 
to  its  former  state  what  has  been  done  under  the  licence, 
although  such  licence  is  countermanded;  and,  conse- 
quently, that  they  are  not  liable  to  an  action  as  wrong 
doers,  for  persisting  in  such  refusal. 

Z  z  4  The 
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ItQSli.  .The  parol  licence,  as  it  is  stated  in  tiie  award  of  tiie 

^bitratof)  was  a  licence  to  out  down  and  to  lower  the  ^ 
bank,  and  to  erect  tlie  weir«  Strictly  speaking,  if  the 
licence  was  to  be  confined  to  those  terms,  it  was  at  once 
unnecessary  and  inoperative;  for  the  soil  being  the 
property  of  the  Defendants,  they  would  have  the  right 
to  do  both  tho$e  acts  without  the  consent  of  the  owner 
pf  tbe  lower  mill.  But  as  the  diversion  of  part  of  the 
water  which  before  flowed  to  that  mill  would  be  the 
necessary  consequence  of  such  acts,  it  most  be  takci 
that  the  object  and  eflTect  of  such  licence  was  to  give 
consent^  pn  the  part  of  the  plaintiff's  father,  to  the. 
diverting  of  the  water  by  means  of  those  alterations. 

We  do  not,  however,  consider  the  otgect,  and  still  Ini 
the  effect,  of  the  parol  licence,  U>  be  the  traaaferriog 
from  the  Plaintiff's  father  to  the  Defendants  any  i%iiK 
or  interest  whatever  in  the  water  which  was  befiire  ac- 
customed to  flow  to  the  lower  mill,  but  simply  to  beai 
acknowledgment,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintififs  £idi«v. 
that  he  wanted  such  water  no  longer  for  che  porposcri  of 
bis  mill ;  and  that  he  gave  back  again  and  yielded  op^ ' 
so  far  as  he  was  concerned,  that  quantity  of  water  which 
fi^und  its  way  over  the  weir  or  fletcher,  wkich  be  then 
(Consented  should  be  erected  by  the  Defetidants.  And 
we  think,  after  he  has  once  clearly  signified  such  veBn* 
quishment,  whetlier  by  words  or  actSi  and  suffered- other 
persons  to  act  upon  the  faith  of  such  relinqubhment^ 
and  to  incur  expense  in  doing  the  very  act  to  vrfaich  his 
consent  was  given,  it  is  too  late  then  to  retract  snch 
consent,  or  to  throw  on  those  other  persons  the  faortbeB 
of  restoring  matters  to  their  former  state  and  coiicEtksB. 
Water  flowing  in  a  stream,  it  is  well  settled,  by  At 
law  of  Englafidi  is  publici  juris.  By  the  Bammn  law^ 
running  water,  light,  and  air,  were  considered  as 
of  those  things  which  had  the  name  of  res 
and  which  were  defined  ^*  things,  the  property  of  which 

belong 
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belong  to  DO  person,  but  the  use  to  all."  And,  by  the  1831. 
law  of  En^ndj  the  person  who  first  appropriates  any 
part  of  the  water  flowing  through  his  land  to  his  own 
use,  has  the  right  to  the  use  of  so  much  as  he  thus 
af^ropriates,  against  any  other.  Bealey  v.  Shaw  and 
Others,  (a)  And  it  seems  consistent  with  the  same 
principle,  that  the  water,  after  it  has  been  so  made  sub- 
servient to  private  uses  by  appropriation,  should  again 
become  ptiblict  Juris  by  the  mere  act  of  relinquishment. 
There  is  nothing  unreasonable  in  holding  that  a  right 
which  is  gained  by  occupancy  should  be  lost  by  aban- 
danment.  Suppose  a  person,  who  formerly  had  a  mill 
upon  a  stream,  should  pull  it  down,  and  remove  the 
works,  with  the  intention  never  to  return.  Could  it  be 
held,  that  the  owner  of  other  land  adjoining  the  stream, 
might  not  erect  a  mill  and  employ  the  water  so  relin* 
quished  ?  Or  that  he  could  be  compellable  to  pull  down 
his  mill,  if  the  former  mill-owner  should  afterwards  change 
his  determination,  and  wish  to  rebuild  his  own  ? 

Id  such  a  case  it  would  undoubtedly  be  a  subject  of 
enquiry  by  a  jury,  whether  he  had  completely  aban- 
A»ied  the  use  of  the  stream,  or  had  left  it  for  a  tempo* 
lary  purpose  only;  but  that  question  b^ing  once 
determined,  there  seems  no  ground  to  contend  that  ah 
action  would  be  maintainable  against  the  person  who 
erected  the  new  mill,  for  not  pulling  it  down  again  after 
notice.  And  if,  instead  of  his  intention  remaining  un* 
oertain  upon  the  acts  which  he  had  done,  the  former 
poroprietor  had  openly  and  expressly  declared  his  inten- 
tion to  abandon  the  stream,  —  that  is,  if  he  had  licensed 
the  other  party  to  erect  a  mill, — the  same  inference  must 
fellow  with  greater  certainty.  Or  suppose  J*  authorises 
B»f  by  express  licence,  to  build  a  house  on  B's  own 
land,  close  adjoining  to  some  of  the  windows  of  A/s 
house,  so  as  to  intercept  part  of  the  light ;  could  he 

{a)  6  Bojt,  ao7. 

after- 
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1831.        arterwards  compel  B.  to  pull  the  house  down  again, 

'  simply  by  giving  notice   that  he  countermanded  the 

V.  licence  ?     Still  further,  this  is  not  a  licence  to  do  acts 

Inge.  which  consist  in  repetition,  as  to  walk  in  a  park,  to  use 
a  carriage  way,  to  fish  in  the  waters  of  another,  or  the 
like :  which  licence,  if  countermanded,  the  party  is  bat 
in  the  same  situation  as  he  was  before  it  was  granted ; 
but  this  is  a  licence  to  construct  a  work,  which  is  at- 
tended with  expense  to  the  party  using  the  licence;  so 
tliat,  after  the  same  is  countermanded,  the  party  to  whom 
it  was  granted  may  sustain  a  heavy  loss.  It  is  a  liceace 
to  do  something  that,  in  its  own  nature,  seems  intended 
to  be  permanent  and  continuing.  And  it  was  the  fault 
of  the*  party  himself,  if  he  meant  to  reserve  the  power  of 
revoking  such  a  licence,  after  it  was  carried  into  effect, 
that  he  did  not  expressly  reserve  that  right  when  be 
granted  the  licence,  or  limit  it  as  to  duration.  Indeed 
the  person  who  authorizes  the  weir  to  be  erected 
becomes,  in  some  sense,  a  party  to  the  actual  erection  of 
it ;  and  cannot  afterwards  complain  of  the  result  of  an 
act  which  he  himself  contributed  to  effect. 

Upon  principle,  therefore,  we  think  the  licence  in  the 
present  case,  after  it  was  executed,  was  not  couoter- 
mandable  by  the  person  who  gave  it,  and  consequendy 
that  the  present  action  cannot  be  maintained.  And, 
upon  authority,  this  case  appears  to  be  already  decided 
by  that  of  Winter  v.  Brockwell^  which  rests  on  the  judg- 
ment in  JVebb  v.  Paternoster.  We  see  no  reason  to 
doubt  the  authority  of  that  case,  confirmed,  as  it  since 
has  been,  by  the  case  of  Tayler  v.  Watas  in  this  Court, 
and  recognised  as  law  in  the  judgment  of  Mr.  Jusdce 
Bailey^  in  the  case  of  Hewlins  v.  Shippam^  in  the  Onirt 
of  B.  R. 

We  therefore  think   the   rule  for  setting  aside  the 
.award  of  the  arbitrator  must  be  made  absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 
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Richard  Badham,  and  Sarah,  his  Wife,  late      JuneZ. 
Sarah  Mee,  Widow,  Sarah  Patience  Mee, 
an   Infant,    and    Others  v.   Richard  Mee, 
Caroline  Mee,  John  Mee,  and  Others. 

T^Y  order  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  the  following  By  marriage 

case  was  submitted  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court :  —  settlement  the 

^  husband  took 

Patience  Mee,  widow,  deceased,  and  Richard  Mee  the  an  esute  for 

elder,  or  one  of  them,  being  seised  in  fee  simple  of  the  l»f«>  ^i^ 

lands  and  hereditaments  hereinafter  mentioned,  pointment  to 

By  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  bearing  date  re-  children ;  re- 
spectively the  24th  and  25th  of  April  1794,  the  release  ™*^^«^  '® 

,  ''  -r  »  trustees  to  pre- 

being  made  and  duly  executed  by  Patience  Mee  of  the  serve,  &c. ; 
first  part,  the  SRid  Richard  Mee  the  elder,  therein  de-  remainder  to 
scribed  as  Richard  Mee,  of  the  second  part;  the  Rev.  in  default  of 
John  Durajit  of  the  third  part ;  Margaret  Durant  of  the  appointment ; 
fourth  part ;  the  Rev.  John  Dudley  and  Abrather  Hawkes  J^"^°d^*fee 
of  the  fifth  part ;  and  Sparry  Peshall  and  George  Durant  in  default  of 
of  the  sixth  part ;  being  the  settlement  made  previous  ^*®"^- 
to  the  marriage  of  the  said  Richard  Mee  the  elder  with  \j^^  became 
Margaret  Dtarant,  which  was  afterwards  solemnized,  the  bankrupt,  con* 

said  Patience  Mee  and  Richard  Mee  respectively  s^ranted,  ^^^  ,  "*     .. 

•  •'  o  '   usual  way  all 

bargained,  sold,  and  released  certain  lands,  tenements,  his  property  by 
and  hereditaments  therein  particularly  described,  unto  bai^ain  and 
John  Dudley  and  Abrather  Hawkes,  in  their  actual  pos-  gij^jces  and 
session  then  being,   to  hold  the  same  to  them,  their  afterwards 

heirs,  and  assigns,  to  the  uses  thereinafter  expressed,  ^®*^V      "* 
'  °  .  appomtment 

that  is  to  say,  to   the  use   of  the  said   Patience  Mee  to  his  son  in 

and  Richard  Mee,  their  heirs  and  assigns  respectively,  ^**»  ^^^  ^i* 

1.  ,    .  1       ^  1  .  .       ,       own  life  estate. 

accordmg  to  their  several  estates  and  mterests  m  the  'pj^g  assignees 

sold  the  life 
estate  to  the  bankrupt's  mother: 
Held,  that  the  son  took  nothing  under  the  appointment,  but  was  entitled  to  an 
estate  tail  under  the  original  settlement. 

premises, 
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1831.  premises,  immediately  before  the  execution  of  the 
said  deed,  until  the  intended  marriage  between  the  said 
Richard  Mee  and  Margaret  Durant  should  be  solemn- 
ized, and  after  the  solemnization  thereof  to  the  use  of 
the  said  Sparry  Peshall  and  George  Durant,  their  exe- 
cutors, administrators,  and  assigns,  for  the  term  of 
ninety-nine  years,  upon  certain  trusts,  and  subject  there- 
to, to  the  use  of  the  said  Richard  Mee  and  his  assigns 
for  life,  without  impeachment  of  waste;  and  from  and 
after  the  determination  of  that  estate  by  forfeiture  or 
otherwise,  to  the  use  of  John  Dudley  and  Abraiher 
Hawkesy  and  their  heii*s  during  the  natural  life  of  the 
said  Richard  Mee^  in  trust  to  preserve  the  contingoit 
remainders  thereinafter  limited,  but  nevertheless  to  per- 
mit the  said  Richard  Mee  and  his  assigns  during  hb 
natural  life  to  take  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  the 
said  premises  to  his  and  their  own  use ;  and  from  and 
afler  the  decease  of  the  said  Richard  Mee,  to  the  end, 
intent,  and  purpose  that  the  said  Margaret  Durant  and 
her  assigns,  in  case  she  should  survive  the  said  Riduxri 
Mee^  should  receive  and  take  during  the  term  of  her 
natural  life,  out  of  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  the 
said  hereditaments,  one  annuity  or  yearly  rent  charge  of 
150/.  payable  as  therein  mentioned,  which  said  annaitjr 
was  to  be  in  lieu  of  all  dower  and  thirds;  and  suljectto 
the  said  annuity  to  the  use  of  the  said  Sparry  Peshall 
and  George  Durant,  their  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns,  for  and  during  the  term  of  600  years,  to  com- 
mence from  the  day  of  the  death  of  the  said  Richard 
Mee,  without  impeachment  of  waste,  upon  certain  trusts ; 
and  subject  thereto,  to  the  use  of  such  one  or  more  of 

the  son  or  sons  of  the  said  Richard  Mee  on  the  bodv  of 

• 

the  said  Margaret  Durant  lawfully  to  be  begotten,  and 
in  such  shares  and  proportions,  and  for  such  estate  and 
estates  in  fee  simple  or  otherwise,  and  nnder  and  sub- 
ject to  such  charges,  provisions,  conditions,  and  agree- 
ments 
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roents  in  favour  of  other  the  child  or  children  ot  the 
said  intended  marriage,  as  the  said  Richard  Mee  in  and 
by  any  deed  or  writing,  deeds  or  writings,  with  or  with- 
out power  of  revocation,  by  him  to  be  duly  executed  in 
the  presence  of  two  or  more  credible  witnesses,  or  by  his 
last  will  and  testament  in  writing,  by  him  to  be  duly  exe- 
cuted in  the  presence  of  and  attested  by  three  or  more  cre- 
dible witnesses,  should  grant,  convey,  give,  devise,  limit, 
direct,  or  appoint  the  said  premises,  or  any  part  there- 
of: And  for  and  in  default  of  any  such  grant,  convey- 
ance,  gift,  devise,  limitation,  or  appointment,  and  sub- 
ject thereto,  and  as  to  any  part  or  parts  of  the  said 
premises  as  should  not  be  disposed  of,  or  when  and  as 
tlie  estates  thereby  limited  should  respectively  fall  in, 
cease  and  determine,  and  subject  thereto,  to  the  use  of 
the  first  son  of  the  body  of  the  said  Richard  Mee  on  the 
bpdy ,  of  the  said  Margaret  Durante  lawfully  to  be  be- 
gpttep,  in  tail  general;  remainder  to  the  use  of  the 
second,  third,  fourth,  fifth,  sixth,  and  all  and  every 
, Other  the  son  and  sons  of  the  body  of  the  said  Richard 
Mee  on  the  body  of  the  said  Margaret  Durant  lawfully 
to  be  begotten,  in  tail  general ;  remainder  to  the  use  of 
the  right  heirs  of  the  said  Richard  Mee  for  ever.  Then 
followed  a  power  for  R.  Mee  to  raise  1000/.  by  mort- 
gage for  a  term,  subject  to  certain  conditions  and  re- 
strictions :  the  trust  of  the  term  of  600  years  was  de- 
clared to  be  for  raising  portions  for  younger  children 
and  females,  and  paying  them  in  the  mode  therein  pre- 
scribed :  and  the  indenture  contained  provisoes  that  it 
should  be  lawful  for  the  said  Richard  Mee  and  Margaret 
Durant  during  their  joint  lives,  and  the  said  Richard 
Mecy  in  case  he  should  survive  said  Margaret  Durante 
with  consent  of  Sparry  PesJiall  and  George  Durant,  and 
the  survivor,  &c.,  to  be  signified  as  therein  mentioned, 
to  convey  all  or  any  part  of  said  hereditaments^  by  way 
of  exchange,  for  other  hereditaments,  to  be  setded  to 

the 
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18SI.        the  same  uses,  or  to  sell   them,  applying  the  money 
obtained  in  the  purchase  of  other  lands,  to  be  setded  to 
the  same  uses. 
Mee.  The  intended  marriage  between  Richard  Mee  and 

Margaret  Dwrant  was  duly  solemnized.  Margaret  Mee, 
formerly  Durante  died,  leaving  issue  of  the  marriage 
four  children  only,  immely,  Richard  Mee  the  younger, 
Caroline  Mee^  Sarah  Mee^  and  John  Mee :  of  whom 
Caroline  Mecy  and  Richard  Mee,  the  son,  respectively  at- 
tained the  ages  of  twenty-one  years  before  June  1829. 

On  the  12th  of  June  1798,  a  commission  of  bankrupt 
was  awarded  and  issued  against  Richard  Mee  the  elder, 
under  which  he  was  duly  found  and  declared  a  bonk- 
rupt,  and  John  Hodgetts  and  Thomas  BretteU  were  ap- 
pointed assignees  of  his  estate  and  effects:  and  hj 
indentures  of  bargain  and  sale  duly  enrolled,  and  bear- 
ing date  the  14th  of  July  1798,  the  major  part  of  the 
commissioners  in  the  said  commission  did,  so  fiu*  as 
they  lawfully  might,  bargain  and  sell  unto  and  to  the 
use  of  John  Hodgetts  and  Thomas  BretteU,  their  bdrs 
and  assigns  {inter  alia),  the  aforesaid  lands  and  here- 
ditaments. 

The  assignees  afterwards  contracted  with  Mrs. Piff/imsf 
Mee  to  sell  to  her  the  whole  of  their  estate  and  interest 
in  the  said  premises  :  and  accordingly,  by  indentures  of 
lease  and  release  bearing  date  respectively  the  9th  and 
10th  of  May  1799,  the  release,  purporting  to  be  made 
between  John  Hodgetts  and  Thomas  Brettell  of  the  first 
part,  Richard  Mee  of  the  second  part,  and  Patience  Mee 
of  the  third  part,  it  was  witnessed,  that  in  pursuance  of  the 
said  agreement,  and  in  consideration  of  440/.  to  the  said 
John  Hodgetts  and  Thomas  Brettell,  or  one  of  them,  paid 
by  the  said  Patience  Mee,  they  the  said  John  Hodgetts  tmi 
Thomas  Brettell  did,  according  to  their  respective  estates 
and  interests  in  the  premises,  bargain,  sell,  alien,  release^ 
and  confirm  unto  the  said  Patience  Mee^  and  to  her  hein 

and 
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and  assigns,  all  the  aforesaid  lands  and  hereditaments,  1831. 
to  hold  the  same  unto  the  said  Patience  Mee,  her  heirs 
and  assigns,  to  and  for  the  only  proper  use  and  behoof 
of  the  said  Patience  Mee,  and  her  heirs  and  assigns  for 
ever ;  chargeable,  nevertheless,  and  subject  to  the  con- 
tingencies mentioned  in  the  said  indenture  of  set- 
tlement. 

Mrs.  Mee  died  in  1806,  having  made  her  will,  bearing 
date  the  15th  of  December  1801,  and  duly  executed  so 
as  to  pass  freehold  lands  by  devise :  and  by  that  will 
she  disposed  of  the  interest  which  she  took  in  the  said 
hereditaments  under  the  aforesaid  conveyance,  in  favour 
of  certain  persons  who  were  Defendants,  or  had  trans- 
mitted their  interests  to  the  Defendants  in  this  suit. 

By  a  deed-poll  dated  the  2d  of  January  1819,  under 
the  hand  and  seal  of  the  said  Richard  Mee  the  elder, 
and  attested  in  the  manner  required  for  the  due  exer- 
cise of  the  power  reserved  to  him  by  the  aforesaid  mar- 
riage settlement,  after  referring  to  his  said  power,  and 
reciting,  among  other  things,  that  there  were  then  living, 
issue  of  the  said  "Richard  Mee  by  the  said  Margaret  Mee 
deceased,  four  children  only,  viz.  Caroline  Mee^  Richard 
MeCf  Sarah  Mee^  and  John  Mee^  and  that  the  said  Caro- 
line Mee  and  Richard  Mee  had  attained  their  respective 
ages  of  twenty-one  years,  the  said  Richard  Mee  the 
elder  did,  in  pursuance  thereof,  direct,  limit,  and  ap- 
point, that  from  and  after  the  decease  of  him  Richard 
Mee  the  father,  and  the  determination  of  his  life  estate, 
and  the  determination  of  the  said  term  of  600  years,  and 
in  the  mean  time  subject  and  without  prejudice  to  the 
estate  for  life  of  said  Richard  Mee^  party  thereto,  and 
to  the  said  term  of  600  years,  and  the  trusts  of  the  same 
term  as  far  as  they  were  capable  of  taking  effect,  the 
said  lands  and  hereditaments  should  remain  to  the  use 
of  the  said  Richard  Mee  the  spn,  his  heirs  and  assigns 
for  ever,  nevertheless  charged  and  chargeable  with  such 

sum 
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1881.  sum  and  sums  of  money  as  should  become  payable 
under  the  appointment  thereinafter  made ;  the  same  to 
be  in  satisraction  and  discharge  of  the  portions,  if  any,  to 
which  the  said  Caroline  Mee^  Sarah  Mee^  and  John  Mee 
were  or  might  be  or  might  claim  to  be  entitled  to  re- 
ceive under  or  by  virtue  of  the  before-mentioned  inden- 
ture of  25th  of  April  1794.  And  the  said  Richard  Mee 
the  father,  in  exercise  and  execution  of  the  said  poirer, 
did  also  direct,  limit,  and  appoint  the  sum  of  5000/.  to 
be  raised  for  and  paid  to  the  said  Caroline  Mee^  Sarah 
Meet  and  Joh?i  Mee^  their  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns,  on  the  decease  of  the  said  Richard  Mee  the 
father,  in  the  manner  therein  mentioned. 

Some  time  afterwanls  Richard  Mee^  the  sod,  <fied| 
leaving  the  Plaintiff  &zraA  Patience  Mee^  his  only  diil4 
him  surviving. 

There  being  various  equitable  claims  aflGscting  the 
said  lands  and  hereditaments,  the  suit  was  inttiteted, 
among  other  purposes,  in  order  to  ascertain  the  rights 
and  interests  of  the  different  parties  in  the  pfemiies. 
The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was. 

What  estate  from  and  after  the  execution  of  the  said 
deed  of  appointment  of  the  2d  of  January  1819  Rid^ari 
MeCf  the  son,  took  in  the  said  lands  and  hereditamoiKl 
under  the  said  deed  of  appointment,  and  the  said  deeds 
of  the  24th  and  25th  of  April  1794,  or  any  or  either  of 
them. 

Spankie  Serjt.  for  the  Plaintiff.  The  execudon  of  die 
power  by  Richard  Mee  the  elder,  gave  his  son  Richard  an 
estate  in  fee,  or,  at  all  events,  a  base  fee.  The  power 
was  to  be  executed  in  favour  of  children,  purchasen 
under  a  marriage  settlement ;  and  as  it  did  not  derogile 
from  or  coalesce  with  the  elder  Mee*8  life  estate^  it  wss 
a  power  in  gross,  not  extinguished  by  the  bankruptcj. 
Even  if  under  the  bankruptcy  the  commissioners  bar- 
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gained  and  sold  Me^s  contingcfnt  remainder  ih'Tee  ^till  I8S1. 
tbe  power  did  not  pass,  because  a  bargain  and  sale  is  an 
inpocent  conveyance,  passing  ^nly  what  the  grantor  has  a 
right  to  convey ;  and  a  power  in  gross,  a  power  to  be 
exercised  for  the  t>enefit  of  children,  does  not  pass  oh  the 
transfer  of  estate.  Mee^s  assi^^nees  took  what  the  com* 
missioners  had  a  right  to  convey,  but  nothing  in  derb* 
gatioQ  of  his  power  to  act  for  the  benefit  of  his  children. 
In  Thof-pe  V.  Goodall  {a\  where  Lord  Eldcn  discusses  the 
point,  a  bill  w*ns  filed  to  compel  n  bankrupt  to  execute, 
for  the  benefit  of  his  creilitors,  a  power  which  he  mi^'tt 
have  executed  for  his  own  benefit,  and  the  application 
was  refused.  In  Doe  v.  Brittain  {h)  the  l)ankrupt  himself 
fookaii  interest  under  the  np))ointment^hich  it  was'de- 
ttrmined  he  could  not  withhold  from  hi^  assignees.  But 
here  Met^s  ultimate  remainder  was  not  to  codie  to  him 
except  upon  failure  of  issue;  so  that  tlte  appointment 
tD-bis  aon  will  enure  at  least  as  a  base  fee,  and  does  not 
aflinot  the  ultimate  i*emainder ;  Edwards  v.  Slater  (c) ;  and 
emy:  appointment  which  does  not  afTect  the  ultimate 
remainder,  in  such  a  case,  is  good,  4  Cruise^  248.  It 
1» doubtful  whether  such  a  power  as  this  could  be  de- 
stroyed^ even  by  forfeiture;  for  in  Jesson  v.  Wright {d) 
Lvrd  Redesdale  says,  *^  How  can  a  man  having  a  power 
§$r  the-  benefit  of  children  destroy  it  ?" 


V  ■ 


TadiUj  Serjt.  contra.  The  power  was  extinguished 
by  the  bankruptcy,  and  the  appointment  is  conse- 
qiitntly  void;  or,  at  all  events,  the  power  has  not 
baen  well  executed.  By  the  statutes  1 9  £/fz.  c.  7. 
5*fl«,  %\JacA.  c.  19.  5.  12.,  every  interest,  power,  or 
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ISSI.  possibility  which  the  bankrupt  could  have  departed 
withal,  or  could  have  destroyed  by  recovery  or  fine,  is 
transferred  under  the  bankruptcy.  The  question,  there- 
fore, is,  whether  Mee^  if  he  had  not  become  a  bankrupt, 
could  have  cut  off  or  debarred  those  who  now  claim 
under  the  appointment.  Now,  in  Smith  v.  Deatk  (a), 
the  case  of  West  v.  Bimie  being  referred  to  in  aigo- 
ment,  the  Vice-Chancellor  said,  —  *'  Every  power  re- 
served to  a  grantee  or  devisee  for  life,  though  not 
appendant  to  his  own  estate,  as  a  leasing  power,  but  to 
take  effect  after  the  determination  of  his  own  estate,  and, 
therefore,  in  gross,  might  be  extinguished.  That  such 
a  grantee  or  devisee  could  deal  with  the  estate  in  respect 
to  his  freehold  interest ;  and  his  dealing  with  the  estate, 
so  as  to  create  interests  inconsistent  with  the  exer- 
cise of  his  power,  must  extinguish  his  power,  upon 
the  general  principle  that  a  person  is  not  permitted 
to  defeat  his  own  grant.  That  it  made  no  di&renoe 
that  here  the  power  was  a  particular  power  in  &voor 
of  children ;  that  King  v.  Melting  (&)  was  a  particnlar 
power  in  favour  of  the  wife;  that  such  a  power 
could  not  be  called  a  trust,  for  the  alleged  ceslui  qm 
/n/^/ could  not  compel  the  execution  of  it;  and  being 
at  the  option  of  the  grantee  for  life  to  exercise  or  not, 
any  dealing  with  the  estate  inconsistent  with  its  exercise 
must  determine  his  option."  This  was  nothing  but  an 
option,  for  Mee  was  not  compellable  to  execute  like  a 
trustee;  and  with  reference  to  him,  the  power  cannot 
be  deemed  a  power  for  the  benefit  of  others,  since  it  was 
to  be  exercised  in  favour  of  his  own  children,  not  in 
favour  of  strangers :  and  in  King  v.  Meltiftg,  a  power  to 
make  a  jointure  was  held  to  be  destroyed  by  a  common 
recovery.  In  that  case,  the  jointure,  like  the  estate  to 
the  children  in  this,  was  an  estate  to  commence  after 

{4)  5  Maddockf  371.  (^)  i  Ventr.%\A*  aaj. 
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the  determination  of  the  estate  for  life.  Rains/brd  B. 
said,  that  the  power  was  annexed  to  the  life  estate  in 
privity,  and  by  recover}'  extingoished.  The  principle 
that  a  bargain  and  sale  is  to  be  deemed  an  innocent  con- 
veyance, does  not  apply  to  a  bargain  and  sale  under  a 
bankruptcy,  because,  by  the  statutes  referred  to,  that 
conveyance  is  to  have  the  same  effect  as  a  common 
recovery.  If  a  power  of  this  kind  could  not  be  barred, 
a  tenant  for  life  under  a  marriage  settlement  could  never 
make  a  provision  for  children  during  his  life;  SugcL 
PowerSf  78.  A  settlement  made  one  day,  might  be 
revoked  under  the  power  the  next;  and  that  consider- 
ation weighed  in  West  v.  Bimie^  where  it  was  held  that 
the  power  was  destroyed.  The  same  point  was  deter- 
mined in  Homer  v.  Svoan^  before  the  Master  of  the  Rolls 
on  the  8th  of  December  182S;  and  the  arguments  that 
weighed  with  him  were,  —  that  the  donee  of  the  power 
was  not  a  trustee;  that  the  power  was  annexed  in  pri- 
vity to  the  estate,  though  not  appendant ;  and  that  the 
donee  had  a  beneficial  interest  in  appointing  for  wife  or 
children.  The  same  principles  are  recognised  in  Edr- 
*ocards  v.  Slater^  where  Turner  B.  says,  —  "  It  might  be 
mischievous,  if  the  power  were  held  to  be  collateral ;  for 
•then,  if  the  tenant  for  life  should  grant  a  rent  charge,  and 
afterwards  make  a  lease,  &c.,  he  would  avoid  his  own 
act.  But  because  it  savours  of  the  land,  it  is  gone  by 
the  bargain  and  sale,  and  passes  together  with  the  land, 
and  amounts  to  a  confirmation  by  reason  of  the  estate 
in  fee  expectant."  Littleton^  s.  384.  (Co.  Lit.  2S6  b.) 
In  Thorpe  v.  Goodalf,  Lord  Eldon  seems  to  have  thought 
the  power  would  pass  under  the  general  words  ^*  pos- 
sibility of  profit ; "  and  he  simply  declined  to  interfere, 
because  he  could  not  see  his  way  to  any  equity. 

But,  secondly,  supposing  the  bankrupt  to  have  re- 
tained the  power,  the  bankrupt  acts  passed  to  the 
assignees  the  bankrupt's  estate  for  life,  and  ultimate 
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^891^  remainder  in  fee:  if  so,  could  he  defeat  that  remainder, 
or  create  a  fee  in  derogation  of  his  own  previous  grant? 
It  is  contended,  indeed,  that  the  appointment  may  enure 
as  a  base  fee,  because  the  bankrupt's  ultimate  remainder 
was  not  to  take  effect  •till  the  failure  of  issue  in  tail 
That,  however  would  equally  destroy  the  benefit  of  the 
remainder,  and  avoids  the  difficulty  in  form,  not  in  sub- 
atance}  for  no  remainder  can  be  limited  on  a  base  fee^ 
except  in  certain  cases  by  operation  of  law.  ULs.ll. 
^Co^ULlSb.  10  Rep.  91  a.  The  appointment  must 
be  iconsidered  as  if  it  were  an  estate  limited  by  the 
original  deed^  and  there  a  fee  could  not  have  been 
limited  on  a  fee. 

Spankiep  in  reply,  was  requested  to  confine  himself 
to  the  last  point.  The  conveyance  to  the  assignees  of 
the  bankrupt's  ultimate  remainder,  was  a  conveyance  of 
a  mere  contingency ;  a  remainder  in  fee  after  an  estate 
tail.  The  base  fee  created  by  the  appointment  was 
analogous  to  the  estate  tail,  and  no  more  than  equi- 
valent to  it. 

The  following  certificate  was  afterwards  sent:  — 
We  have  heard  this  cose  argued  by  counsel,  and  have 
considered  the  same;  and  we  are  of  opinion,  that  from 
and  after  the  execution  of  the  deed  of  appointment  of  the 
2d  oi  January  1819,  Richard  Mec^  the  son,  did  not  take 
any  estate  in  the  lands  and  hereditaments  mentioned  in 
the  case  under  the  said  deed  of  appointment ;  but  under 
the  deeds  of  the  24th  and  25th  oi  April  179^,  took  an 
estate  tail  in  remainder,  expectant  on  the  determination 
of  the  life  estate  of  his  father. 

N.  C.  TiNDAL. 

J.  A.  Park. 
S.  Gaselee. 

J«  B.  BoSANSUET. 
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Burls  v.  Smith.  j^  „^ 

'^PHIS  was  an  action  brought  by  a  baker  to  recover  The  sub- 

52/.  lis.  for  bread  furnished  to  the  Royal  Western  "^f"^  '^^'^ 

•^  attend  a  com* 

Hospital  in  the  year  1829.  mittee  for 

At  the  trial  before   Tindal  C.  J.,  Middlesex  sittings  "*"*ging  ^^ 
after  Hilary  term,  it  appeared  that  the  Western  Hos-  hoipital,  are 
pita!,  an  eleemosynary  establishment,  had  been  set  on  liable  to  the 
foot  and  was  supported  by  voluntary  contributions.  The  ^^  h°"  tal 
affairs  of  the  hospital  were  conducted  by  a  committee 
appointed  by  the  subscribers  at  large,  as  appeared  by  a 
book  of  regulations  printed  by  the  committee.     The 
Defendant  was  a  member  of  the  committee,  which  he 
frequently  attended,  and  over  which  he  sometimes  pre- 
sided ;  and  meetings  of  the  committee  were  holdcn  once 
a  month   to  audit  accounts  and  issue  the  directions 
necessary  for  the  conduct  of  the  hospital.     Three  com- 
mittee  men  in  general  signed  cheques  for  the  payment 
of  the  tradesmen's  bills.     At  a  meeting  on  the  21st  of 
November  1821,  at  which  the  Defendant  was  present* 
the  steward  of  the  hospital  produced  his  balance  sheet, 
on  which  was  the  Plaintiff's  name,  and  the  amount  of 
bis  demand.     At  a  meeting  on  the  28th  following,  the 
Defendant  presided.     The  nurse  of  the  hospital  proved 
that  the  Plaintiff  had  furnished  the  bread,  and  had  de- 
livered his  bill  to  her  once  a  week. 
.   It  did  not  appear  precisely  who  had  appointed  the 
Plaintiff  to  be  baker  to  the  hospital,  or  who  had  given 
the  order  for  the  bread.     Some  tradesmen,  however, 
had  applied  to  the  committee  for  their  accounts,  and  to 
receive  orders. 

3  A  3  A  pass- 
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A  pass-book  of  the  PlaintifT's  was  put  in,  from  which 
it  appeared  a  little  doubtful  whether  he  had  given  credit 
to  the  hospital  generally,  or  to  a  Mr.  Sleigh^  who  had 
been  active  in  setting  the  concern  on  foot  early  in  1829, 
but  had  afterwards  surrendered  all  his  interest  in  it  to 
the  subscribers  at  large. 

The  Chief  Justice  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say,  whether 
the  Defendant  had  acted  in  such  a  manner  as  to  induce 
the  Plaintiff  to  believe  that  he  was  to  look  to  him  and 
the  committee-men  for  payment ;  and  the  jury  fooixl  a 
verdict  for  the  PlaintiiT  for  his  whole  demand. 


Spavkie  Seijt.  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  grooad 
that  a  subscriber  to  an  eleemosynary  institution  is  net 
individually  liable  for  the  expenses  of  the  concern,  and 
also  that  the  evidence  shewed  the  credit  to  have  been 
given  rather  to  Mr.  Sleigh  than  to  the  Defendant,  or  to 
the  hospital  generally. 

Jones  Serjt.  The  Defendant,  as  member  of  the  com- 
mittee which  managed  the  afHiirs  of  the  hospital,  stands 
in  a  very  different  situation  from  a  mere  subscriber  who 
takes  no  part  in  the  conduct  of  the  concern.  Somebody 
must  be  responsible  to  the  tradesmen  who  furnish  their 
goods,  and  the  committee  hold  themselves  out  as  the 
parties  to  be  charged  by  controlling  the  financial  aflhirs 
of  the  body,  regulating  the  daily  supplies,  and  in- 
vestigating the  tradesmen's  accounts.  In  DeiUntney^. 
Strickland  (a),  the  Defendant,  who  managed  the  a&irs 
of  a  club,  was  held  responsible  to  those  who  furnished 
supplies.  In  Ctdlen  v.  Dtdce  of  Queensberry  {b\  a  bill 
was  filed  by  the  plaintiff  against  the  Duke  of  Queens^ 
berry  and  others,  being  the  "  annual  committee''  at  the 
time  of  the  transaction,  of  the  ladies*  club^  for  money  ex- 


(a)  2Stari,4i6. 


(h)  ijBr.C.Cioi. 
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pended  in  the  purchasing  of  a  house,  furnishing,  and 
attending  it,  and  other  incidental  expenses :  at  a  meet- 
ing at  Lord  Melbourne's^  24th  of  March  1775,  at  which 
about  100  members  were  present,  they  contracted  with 
the  plaintiff  for  the  business  done,  which  was  the  sub* 
ject  of  the  suit«  The  defendants,  except  Lord  Macart" 
ney^  29th  of  April  1775,  subscribed  an  agreement  with 
the  plaintiff:  afterwards,  some  part  of  the  plan  having 
varied.  Lord  Melbourne  and  others,  on  behalf  of  them- 
selves and  other  subscribers,  gave  a  letter  of  attor- 
ney to  the  plaintiff  to  act  for  them,  dated  1st  of  May 
1775:  the  defendants  insisted  that  they  were  not  per- 
sonally liable  for  the  plaintiff's  demand ;  that  all  that  was 
done  was  on  account  of  the  club,  and  that  sixty  persons 
who  had  subscribed  4000/.  to  purchase  the  equity  of 
redemption  of  the  house  should  all  be  made  parties* 
For  the  Plaintiff  were  cited  Hordey  v.  BeU^  Chancery, 
9th  of  February  1778;  Quintine  v.  Yard,  (a)  For  the 
Defendants,  Knight  v.  Knight,  (b)  It  stood  over,  the 
Lord  Chancellor  shewing,  however,  an  opinion  against 
Defendants. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  considering  this  a  new  case, 
and  one  of  considerable  importance,  was  assisted  by 
Justices  Gould  and  Adiurst.  And  those  Judges  most 
clearly  held  the  Defendants  personally  liable.  The 
Defendants  appealed  to  the  house  of  Lords,  where, 
after  a  hearing  of  three  days,  judgment  was  affirmed. 
{^Alderson  i.xtiert^Alo  Eaton  y.  Bdl(c).'] 


1831. 


Spankie.  In  Cullcfi  v.  The  Duike  of  QueenAerry^  there 
was  an  express  contract,  and  the  Ladies  Club  was  not  an 
eleemosynary  institution.  It  would  be  very  injurious  to 
the  interests  of  charitable  or  religious  societies,  to  hold 


(a)  t  Eq.  Abr,  74. 

(b)  5  P.  IVms.  3JI. 


(0  sB.^A.  34. 


[)  A  4 


the 
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1831'.        the  members  composing  them  individually  liable  for  thfe 
expenses  of  the  society.     Few  would  become  members 
of  bible  societies  if  liable  to  be  arrested  for  the  bibles 
furnished.     In  Eaton  v.  Bell^  where  an   inclosure  act 
empowered  the  commissioners  to  make  a  rate  to  defray 
the  expenses  of  passing  and  executing   the  act,  and 
enacted,  that  persons  advancing  money  should  be  repaid 
out   of  the  first  money  raised  by  the  commissioners; 
expenses  were   incurred   in   the  execution  of  the  act 
before  any  rate  was  made;   to  defray  those  expenses 
the  commissioners  drew  drafts  upon  their  bankers,  re- 
quiring them  to  pay  the  sums  therein  mentioned,  on 
account  of  the  public  drainage,  and  to  place  the  same  to 
their  account  as  commissioners ;  the  bankers,  during  a 
period  of  six  years,  continued  to  advance  considerable 
sums  by  paying  those  drafts ;  and  it  was  held,  that  the 
commissioners  were  personally  responsible  to  the  bank- 
ers for  the  drafts  so  made.     But  here  there  is  no  link  of 
communication  between  the  Plaintiff  and  the  committee. 
The  committee  assembled  to  arrange  the  affairs  of  the 
hospital,  not  to  incur  personal  responsibility,  and  their 
acts  must  be  laken  according  to  the  monifest  intention, 
unless  there  be  in  them  a  tendency  to  mislead.     Such  is 
the  principle  laid  down  with  reference  to  such  meetings 
by  ParJcc  J.  in  Dickinson  v.  Vafjri/  {a).     Here  the  com- 
mittee did  not  hold  itself  out  as  responsible,  and  the 
Plaintiff  ought  to  have  been  more  vigilant  in  ascertainfofif 
who  was  to  pay.     In  Lanchester  v.  Tricker  (^),  Chnrdi- 
wardens  were  held  liable  for  certain  parish  charges,  be- 
cause they  had  personally  given  the  order.     Here  no 
order  was  given  by  the  Defendant,  and  an  oHer  cannot 
be  implied  from  the  mere  circumstance  of  his  attending 
the   committee.      [^Gasclee  J.  referred  to  DoMedayy* 

(a)   loB.iffC.  za8.  (h)  x  Bing^  «oT<. 

Muskett. 
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MuskelU  (<7)]  That  was  an  undertaking  for  profit,  not 
for  charity,  and  the  committee  had  inserted  advertise- 
ments in  the  newspaper.  If  a  member  of  the  com- 
mittee, who  is  not  proved  to  have  given  the  order,  be 
held  liable,  all  the  subscribers  must  be  equally  so;  and 
such  a  decision  will  be  fatal  to  these  institutions. 

Cur.  adu>  vulL 


V. 


Shtth. 


The  Court  afterwards  said,  that  on  this  ground  there 
was  no  reason  for  granting  a  new  trial ;  but  as  it  ap- 
peared that  the  leaves  of  the  Plaintiff's  pass-book  had 
been  cut,  they  would  send  the  cause  before  another  jury, 
on  the  ground  that  the  verdict  was  against  the  evidence. 

Rule  absolute* 

(a)   7  Bingb.  ixo. 


Helme  V.  Smith* 

^FHIS  was  an  action  by  the  Plaintiff,  as  part  owner 
and  managing  owner  of  the  ship  Brailsford^  against 
the  Defendant,  another  part  owner  of  the  same  ship, 
for  bis  portion  of  the  balance  due  to  the  Plaintiff  for  the 
outfit  of  the  ship  for  several  voyages. 

The  cause  having  been  referred  to  arbitration,  the 
arbitrator  found  specially  as  follows :  — 

That  the  Plaintiff  was  part  owner  of  the  ship  Brails- 

fofdj  and  acted  as  ship's  husband  thereof  during  the 

several  voyages  in  respect  of  which  the  claim  in  this 

action  was  made;   that  the  defendant  was  also  owner 

of  one  fourth  of  the  said  ship,  and  interested  to  the 

extent 


June  zi. 

A  part  owner 
of  a  ship  is 
not  necessarily 
a  partner; 
therefore,  a 
part  owner, 
who  as  ship's 
husband  incurs 
the  expense  of 
the  outfit*  may 
sue  the  other 
part  owners 
separately  for 
their  respec- 
tive shares  of 
the  expense. 
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extent  of  one  fourth  in  all  the  said  voyages ;  and  that 
the  dealing  between  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant  in 
respect  of  which  this  action  was  brought,  was  upon  the 
footing  of  the  Defendant  being  owner  of  one  fourtbi 
and  interested  as  aforesaid:  He  then  awarded  and 
adjudged. 

That  the  said  Plaintiff  do  recover  against  the  De- 
fendant in  the  action  the  sum  of  462/.  Ss.  6d^  being  die 
balance  due  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the 
suit  irom  the  Defendant  as  such  owner  of  one  fourth  part 
of  the  ship  Braikjbrd  to  the  Plaintiff  as  such  part  owner 
thereof,  for  the  share  of  the  Defendant  of  the  expenses 
incurred  and  paid  by  the  Plaintiff  as  managing  owner 
or  ship's  husband  as  aforesaid,  for  the  outfit  of  the  said 
ship  for  four  several  voyages,  being  the  voyages  afiire- 
said,  while  the  Defendant  was  such  part  €>wBer  and 
interested  as  aforesaid. 

No  account  having  been  stated  or  settled  between 
the  parties,  no  express  contract  to  account  having  been 
proved  before  the  arbitrator,  but  all  the  voyages  having 
been  concluded,  and  the  ship  sold  as  thereafter  men- 
tioned before  this  action  was  brought,  if  the  Court 
should  be  of  opinion  that  an  action  was  not  maintain- 
able by  one  part  owner  against  another  for  the  cause 
and  under  the  circumstances  aforesaid,  then  be  awarded 
that  the  verdict  for  the  Plaintiff  should  be  set  asidc^ 
and  a  nonsuit  entered  in  lieu  thereof. 

It  having  been  satisfactorily  proved,  in  point  of  hfXi 
that  the  Defendant  during  the  time  of  the  incurring  of 
the  expenses  aforesaid,  was  owner  of  one  fourth  part  of 
the  said  vessel,  and  liable  to  contribute  to  the  same  ac- 
cordingly, the  arbitrator  further  found  that  one  JUa 
Smithj  a  British  subject,  was  owner  of  the  said  ship 
Brailsfbrd^  which  ship  was  Bntish  built,  and  was  duly 
registered  at  HM  on  the  24th  of  April  1811:  that 
the  said  John  Smithy  on  the  15th  of  June  1811,  sold 

one 
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one  eighth  share  of  tlie  said  ship  to  the  Defendant, 
and  certain  other  shares  to  other  persons;  that  entries 
were  made  of  such  sales  on  the  certificate  of  registry^ 
and  that  it  did  not  appear  by  the  register  or  certi- 
ficate of  registry  that  the  Defendant  ever  acquired  or 
had  any  greater  share  in  the  said  ship  than  the  one 
eighth  aforesaid :  nor  had  it  been  made  to  appear  that 
the  Defendant  acquired  any  further  share  or  interest 
therein  in  any  representative  character,  or  as  devisee, 
or  by  operation  of  law:  that  the  said  ship  was  sold  by 
the  consent  of  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant,  among 
others,  on  or  about  the  16th  of  Aidgtisi  1824,  the  pro* 
ceeds  of  the  sale  were  allowed  by  the  Plaintiff  against 
the  expenses  of  the  adventure,  and  that  an  entry  was 
made  on  the  certificate  of  registry  to  the  following  effect : 
— "  Custom  House,  HuU,  1 1th  of  January  1825.  Han^ 
nah  Smith,  Joseph  Peters  Smith,  Robert  Helmcj  togetner  with 
Edward  Scoresly  Cox,  Thomas  Cox,  and  John  Stuart,  exe- 
cutors of  John  Smith,  have  transferred  by  bill  of  side,  dated 
16th  o(  August  1824,  sixty-four  shares  to  Thomas  Pope^ 
of  Plymouth,  in  the  county  of  D^von,  merchant"  And 
the  proceeds  of  such  sale  were  paid  to  the  Plaintiff  on 
account  of  his  disbursements  in  respect  of  such  ship, 
and  by  him  allowed  in  account. 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that,  under  the 
above  circumstances,  such  entries  were  conclusive  evi- 
dence of  the  amount  of  interest  in  the  said  ship  pos- 
sessed by  the  Defendant  at  any  time  between  the  two 
periods,  then  that  the  verdict  for  the  Plaintiff  should  be 
entered  for  the  sum  of  231/.  45.  3d,  and  no  more, 
and  that  the  Plaintiff  should  recover  that  sum  in  the 
action. 


18SL 


Wilde  Serjt.  having  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  enter  up 
judgment  for  the  Plaintiff  for  462/.  85.  6d.,  pursuant  to 
the  award, 

Jones 
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ISftl.        '  Jones  Serjt.  shewed  cause.    Whether  the  Plaintiff  was 
^Slme       *  partner  in  the  ship,  or  in  the  particular  adventure  of 
V.  ihe  four  voyages^  Bovill  v.  Hanwiond  {a%  this  action  docs 

S*HTJi*       not  lie,  unless  there  has  been  a  balance  struck,  and  a 
promise  to  pay  the  amount.     The  Plaintiff's  remedy  is 
in  equity.     A  part  owner  is  a  partner :  at  all  events  he 
may  be  so ;  and  the  dealings  between  these  |)art  owneis, 
the  sale  of  the  ship  on  their  joint  account^  and  the 
allowance  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  against  the  expense 
of  the  adventure,  shew  that  they  shared  in  profit  and 
loss,  which  is  the  test  of  a  partnership.     But,  according 
to  Ex  parte  Christie  {b\   and  StreUi/  v.   fVinson{c\  a 
part  owner  is  generally  deemed  a  partner.     In  Holder^ 
hess  V.  Shackels  {d\  it  was  held  that  part  owners  of  a 
whaling  ship  had  a  lien  on  each  otliers'  share  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  adventure,  for  the  contribution  of  e^ 
towards  the  disbursements  of  the  ship,  but  it  was  not 
decided  that  one  could  sue  the  other  for  his  share  of 
such  disbursements. 

•  At  all  events,  tlie  Defendant  is  liable  only  as  tbe 
owner  of  an  eighth  share ;  for  there  is  no  agreement, 
actual  or  implied,  to  render  him  liable  for  a  fourth:  an 
eighth  only  was  conveyed  to  him  by  the  bill  of  sale;  and 
no  contract  r&specting  a  ship  can  be  sustained  unless  in 
conformity  with  the  register  acts.  Brewster  v.  Clarke  [(!\ 
Camden  v.  Anderson  {g\  RoUeston  v.Hibbert  (A),  Ex  parte 
Yallopn  (f )  [  Tindal  C.  J.  He  might  be  registered  owner 
as  to  one  eighth,  and  lessee  as  to  another.] 

Wilde  was  requested  by  the  Court  to  confine  himsdf 
to  tbe  first  point.  A  ship's  husband  is  entitled  to  re-> 
cover  for  the  expenses  of  outfit,  whether  he  be  piurt 

(a)  6  5.  ^C.  149.  {e)  2  MerivaUi  ys» 

(S)  10  Fes.  105.  {g)  s  T,  R.  709. 

(f)  I  Fern.  297.  {b)  .3  T.  R.  406. 

(d)  ZB.iac.  6ia.  (i)  15  Fes.  60. 
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owner  or  not.  Those  expenses  are  a  separate  under- 
taking, and  independent  of  the  profits  of  the  adventure 
in  which  the  ship  is  employed.  As  if  one  of  four  owners 
of  a  house  were  to  paint  or  repair  it,  he  miglit  dearly 
sue  the  others  for  their  share  of  the  expense.  Ex  parte 
Christie  has  no  application  to  the  question;  and  in 
Ex  parte  Young  {a)  it  was  held,  that  part  owners  of  a 
ship  are  tenants  in  common,  and  not  joint  tenants. 


TiNDAL  C.J.  On  looking  at  this  award,  two  ques- 
tions arise:  one,  Whether  an  action  will  lie  by  one 
part  owner  of  a  ship  against  another  for  his  share  of  the 
expenses  of  outfit ;  the  other.  Whether  the  Defendant, 
'  being  in  point  of  fact  owner  of  a  fourth,  is  liable  to  the 
'expenses  in  that  proportion,  although  legally  entitled  to 
no  more  than  an  eighth.  And  there  seems  to  be  no 
reason  for  depriving  the  Plaintiff  of  the  full  benefit  of 
the  award. 

If,  indeed,  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant  were  partners, 
there  is  an  end  of  the  question ;  but  part  owners  of  a 
ship  are  not  necessarily  partners.  If  the  parlies  had 
laid  out  money  on  a  speculation  in  goods,  the  proceeds 
to  be  divided  on  the  ship's  return,  they  would  have 
been  partners  in  every  sense;  but  there  is  nothing  here 
to  shew  that  they  were  more  than  part  owners,  and  the 
question  is.  Whether,  if  one  lays  out  money  to  enable 
'  the  ship  to  proceed,  he  may  not  sue  each  of  the  owners 
for  his  share  of  the  expense.  There  is  nothing  to  shew 
that  the  Plaintiff's  claim  was  to  depend  on  the  profits 
of  the  voyage,  or  that  he  was  to  be  deprived  of  remu- 
neration if  the  voyage  turned  out  to  be  without  profit. 
The  outfit  was  a  portion  of  the  capital  which  each  was 
to  advance,  and  if  the  Plaintiff  had  lent  either  of  the 
part  owners  the  capital  he  was  to  contribute,  that  would 


(a)  2  Fej.  &f .  B,  242. 


clearly 
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1881.  clearly  have  formed  the  ground  of  a  separate  claim.  It 
might  have  been  otherwise,  if  by  the  course  of  trade  it 
were  the  custom  for  a  ship's  husband  to  look  to  the 
returns  of  the  ship  for  the  payment  of  his  bill ;  but  no 
such  custom  is  stated  on  the  award,  nor  any  thing  to 
shew  that  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant  were  partners. 

With  respect  to  the  second  question,  it  is  true  that 
neither  at  law  nor  equity  can  an  owner  of  a  vessel  chdm 
any  other  interest  than  that  which  appears  on  the 
r^stry ;  but  if  a  party  holds  himself  oat  and  deals  as 
owner  of  a  fourth,  he  is  liable  to  others  in  that  pro- 
portion. 

Park  J.  The  difficulty  has  arisen  from  confounding 
the  character  of  the  parties.  The  case  has  been  argued 
as  if  this  were  a  strict  partnership,  but  it  is  not  so.  The 
Plaintiff  lays  out  his  money  in  furnishing  tackle  and 
provisions  for  the  ship,  for  which,  even  if  he  were  a 
partner,  he  would  be  entitled  to  recover  the  same  as 
any  other  tradesman.  Even  in  an  ordinary  parlnerdiip, 
if  one  of  five  or  six  were  to  advance  to  each  of  the 
others  his  share  of  the  capital  as  a  loan,  he  would  be 
entitled  to  sue  him  separately ;  and  why  not  the  Plain- 
tiff, for  the  money  he  has  laid  out  on  the  ship  ?  He 
would  be  clearly  entitled  to  sue  for  such  expenses  if  be 
were  not  a  part  owner,  and  his  being  part  owner  does 
not  in  this  respect  alter  his  situation.  There  is  Dochii^ 
in  the  second  point. 

Gaselee  J.  The  difficulty  I  have,  is  to  ascertain 
at  what  time  an  undertaking  of  this  nature  becomes  a 
partnership.  No  doubt,  if  one  partner  advances  capital 
to  another,  he  may  recover  it  by  action ;  but  my  diffi- 
culty is  to  know  whether  the  expenses  of  outfitting  a 
ship  should  form  a  portion  of  the  general  account  to  be 
charged  at  the  end  of  the  voyage,  or  may  be  claimed 

at 
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at  once.  Here  there  were  four  outfits ;  and  if  they  had 
been  on  a  separate  account,  they  might  have  been  setded 
at  the  commencement  of  each  voyage.  I  feel  some  diffi- 
colty ;  but  no  autliority  has  been  cited  to  induce  me  to 
differ  from  the  rest  of  the  Court. 


1881. 


HxUfE 
V, 

SMrrn. 


BosANQUET  J.  I  think  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
the  full  sum  given  to  him  by  this  award.  As  ship's 
husband  he  was  agent  for  the  other  owners,  and  a  sum 
is  found  due  to  him  in  respect  of  the  outfit.  Before  a 
voyage,  it  is  the  duty  of  each  owner  to  contribute  his 
share  of  capital  for  the  expenses  of  the  outfit.  Here 
the  ship's  husband,  being  a  part  owner,  at  the  request  of 
the  others,  advances  their  share  for  them:  that  con- 
stitutes a  debt  which  he  is  entitled  to  recover,  inde^ 
pendently  of  the  profits  of  the  voyage.  Of  those  profits 
we  know  nothing;  but  the  debt  is  found;  the  ship  was 
sold,  and  the  proceeds  applied  in  reduction  of  the 
Plaintiff's  claim ;  and  whether  the  interest  in  the  ship 
was  a  partnership  or  not  is  immaterial,  because  in  either 
case  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  might  properly  be  applied 
in  reduction  of  a  debt  due  from  the  concern. 

With  respect  to  the  other  objection,  the  arbitrator 
has  found  that  the  Defendant  dealt  and  represented 
himself  as  owner  of  a  fourth :  if  that  be  so,  it  is  imma- 
terial whether  he  were  such  owner  or  not :  having  re- 
presented himself  as  such,  he  is  responsible  to  that 
extent. 

Rule  absolute. 
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18S1. 


June  IS* 


BOWDEN  t;.  HORNE. 


A  nolle  pro^ 
eequi  at  to 
partf  entered 
up  qfterjuig* 
ment  for  the 
wholef  b 
equivadeat  to 
a  retraxit^ 
and  a  bar  to 
any  future 
action  for  the 
•xme  cause. 


n^'HIS  cause  was  tried  at  the  last  Devon  Spring  as- 
sizes, and  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  Plaintiff  for 
27/.  lOs.)  the  Judge  reserving  to  the  Defendant  leave 
to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  under  the  followiDg  circum- 
stances :  — 

The  Defendant,  in  May  1830,  was  indebted  to  the 
PlaintiiTS?/'  lis.  6i.,  being  the  balance  of  an  acoount 
for  goods  sold  and  work  done.  He  had  given  the 
Plaintiff  his  acceptance  for  SO/,  on  account,  but  this 
acceptance  was  returned  dishonoured. 

A  bailable  writ  was  issued  out  of  this  Court  against 
him,  on  the  2d  oijune  1880. 

The  affidavit  of  debt  was  for  57/.;  SO/,  thereof  as  doe 
on  the  bill  of  exchange,  and  the  rest  for  goods  sold,  iDd 
work  and  labour. 

The  declaration  in  that  action  was  in  asstiaipst/,  and 
contained  a  count  on  the  dishonoured  bill,  counts  for 
goods  sold,  work  and  labour,  the  money  counts,  and  aa 
account  stated. 

No  order  for  particulars  of  demand  was  obtained, 
nor  were  particulars  given  in  that  action.  The  Defend- 
ant suffered  judgment  by  default  for  want  of  a  plea. 

Interlocutory  judgment  having  been  signed  on  the 
Sd  oi  July  1830,  no  further  proceedings  were  had  there- 
on until  the  latter  end  of  the  long  vacation  of  18S0| 
when,  immediately  previous  to  Michaelmas  term,  the 
Plaintiff's  attorney,  in  order  to  avoid  the  delay  of  a 
writ  of  enquiry,  and  fearing  a  bankruptcy  by  the  De- 
fendant, obtained  a  rule  to  compute  on  the  bill  of 
exchange  only.     In  pursuance  of  this  rule,  on  the  9th 
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of  Naoewber  last,  the  Plaintiff's  costs  were  taxed,  and 
final  judgment  signed  for  51/.  175.  including  only  the 
amount  of  the  bill  and  interest  The  Plaintiff  had  not, . 
at  this  time,  entered  a  nolle  prosequi  to  any  of  the  counts 
contained  in  the  declaration ;  and  his  costs  were  taxed 
according  to  the  length  of  his  whole  pleadings. 

As  by  the  course  thus  adopted,  the  Plaintiff  did  oot 
obtain  payment  of  his  whole  demand,  and  as  the  De-  . 
lendant  continued  solvent,  the  Plaintiff  directed  his 
littomey  to  commence  a  second  action  for  the  balance.  > 
The  Plaintiff's  attorney,  accordingly,  on  the  18th  of. 
Jfotoember  1830,  issued  a  serviceable  capias  against  the  •. 
Defendant 

Particulars  of  demand  in  this  second  action  having . 
been  furnished  by  the  Plaintiff,  the  Defendant's  attor-  . 
nies  applied  by  summons  to  a  Judge  at  chambers   to 
atay  proceedings  on  payment  of  the   debt  sued   for, . 
namely  27/.  11 5.  6(/.,  without  costs.    The  learned  Judge, 
after  hearing  the  aflSdavits  on  both  sides,  refused  to  > 
make  any  order,  particularly  as  a  demand   had  been 
made  and  refused. 

The  Plaintiff  declared,  in  this  second  action,  on  the 
.common  counts  for  work  and  labour,  goods  sold,  the 
money  counts,  and  account  stated ;  and  the  Defendant 
pleaded  the  general  issue  only. 

The  Defendant's  attorney,  on.  the  25th  oi  February 
last,  obtained  a  Judge's  order  on  the  Plaintiff  to  carry  in 
jind  docket  the  judgment  in  the  first  action ;  and  ac- 
cordingly, on  the  4th  of  March  last,  the  judgment  was 
entered  up  and  docketed  as  if  a  nolle  prosequi  had  been 
^esntered  to  the  counts  not  on  the  bill. 

The  entry  x)f  such  judgnlent,  after  setting  out  the 
cowni  on  the  bill  of  exchange,  goods  sold,  work  and 
labour,  the  money  counts,  and  account  stated,  was  as 
follows :  —  ^^  And  hereupon,  as  to  the  second  and  sub* 
aequent  counts  of  the  declaration^  the  said  Plaintiff 
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saith  that  he  will  not  further  prosecute  his  suit  against 
the  said  Defendant,  in  respect  of  the  promises  and 
undertakings  in  the  said  second  and  subsequent  counts 
of  the  said  declaration,  or  any  of  them  ;  therefore,  as  to 
the  said  promises  and  undertakings  in  the  said  second 
and  subsequent  counts  of  the  said  declaration,  let  the 
said  Defendant  be  acquitted  and  go  thereof  without 
day,  &C.  And  the  said  Defendant,  in  his  proper  per- 
son, comes  and  defends  the  wrong  and  injury  when, 
&Co  and  says  nothing  in  bar  or  preclusion  of  the  said 
action  of  the  said  Plaintiff  in  the  said  first  count  of  the 
said  declaration  mentioned,  whereby  the  said  Plaintiff 
remains  therein  undefended  against  the  said  Defendant, 
wherefore  the  said  Plaintiff  ought  to  recover  against 
the  said  Defendant,  his  damages  on  occasion  of  the 
premises ;  and  the  said  Plaintiff  prays  judgment  and 
his  damages  by  him  sustained,  on  occasion  of  the  not 
performing  of  the  said  promise  and  undertaking  in  the 
said  first  count  mentioned  to  be  adjudged  to  him ;  and 
because  it  is  suggested  and  proved,  and  manifestly  ap* 
pears  to  the  Court  here,  that  the  said  Plaintiff  hath 
sustained  damages  on  occasion  of  the  not  performing  of 
the  said  last-mentioned  promise  and  undertaking,  to 
the  sum  of  SO/.  145.  4£?.,  besides  his  costs  and  charges 
by  him  about  this  suit  in  that  behalf  expended,  there- 
fore it  is  considered  that  the  said  Plaintiff  do  recover 
against  the  said  Defendant  his  damages  aforesaid,  to  wit, 
the  said  sum  of  30/.  14s.  4(/.,  and  also  21/.  2s.  Sd,  for 
his  costs  and  charges  by  the  Court  of  our  said  Lord  the 
King  now  here  adjudged  to  the  said  Plaintiff  with  his 
assent,  which  said  damages,  costs,  and  charges,  in  the 
whole  amount  to  51/.  175.,  and  the  said  Defendant  in 
mercy,  &c." 

An  examined  copy  of  this  judgment  was  put  in  on  the 
trial  of  the  cause. 

On  the  part  of  the  Defendant,  it  was  contended  the 
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iRCtion  did  not  lie  after  the  nolle  prosequi  entered  in  the 
former  cause. 

Stephen  Serjt  accordingly  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  enter 
B  nonsuit  on  that  ground. 

Bussell  Serjt  shewed  cause.  The  nature  and  extent 
of  a  nolle  prosequi^  which  is  the  Form  of  the  judgment  in 
the  present  case,  is  now  sufficiently  understood.  The 
doctrine  laid  down  by  the  Court  in  Cooper  v.  Tiffin  (a) 
has  not,  in  modern  times,  been  disputed ;  and  there  it 
was  said,  that  ^^  the  case  of  a  nolle  prosequi  could  not  be 
distinguishable  in  reason  from  that  of  a  discontinuance, 
for  that  in  this  as  well  as  in  that,  the  party  might  after- 
wards commence  another  action  for  the  same  cause." 
It  can  never  \^  urged,  in  direct  opposition  to  the  prin- 
ciple of  law  laid  down  in  Copper  v.  Tiffinf  that  the  nolle 
prosequi  on  the  judgment  roll  in  this  cause  can  operate 
as  a  release  or  discharge  of  the  action,  or  as  an  absolute 
bar  to  any  future  action  for  the  same  cause.  The 
Plaintiff,  therefore,  is  not  barred  from  a  renewed  action, 
on  the  ground  that  he  might  have  given  evidence  and 
recovered  for  the  same  matter  in  a  former  action.  It  is 
established  by  Seddon  v.  Tutop  {b\  that  points  on  which 
no  evidence  has  been  given  may  be  contested  in  ano- 
ther action  ;  and  the  law  of  that  case  was  recognized  by 
Best  C.  J.  in  Stafford  v.  Clark  (c),  which  decides  that  a 
judgment  which  is  not  pleaded,  cannot  operate  as  an 
estoppel,  but  is  merely  evidence  on  the  general  issue  to 
the  jury.  On  the  general  issue  here  the  judgment  could 
only  have  been  available  as  evidence  of  payment  or 
satisfaction  of  the  present  demand;  whereas  it  shews 
the  very  reverse.  If  it  were  intended  to  say  that  the 
judgment,  such  as  it  is,  though  it  does  not  prove  pay- 
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ment  or  satisfaction,  yet  operated  as  an  estoppel,  it 
ought  to  have  been  pleaded. 

An  award  comes  within  the  same  principle.  An 
award,  although  under  a  submission  of  all  matters  in 
difference^  will  not  be  conclusive  upon  any  matter  which 
was  not  contested  before  the  arbitrator.  And  the  ar- 
bitrator may  be  examined,  in  order  to  prove  that  do 
evidence  was  given  upon  a  particular  subject  2  Stark. 
Evid.  139. 

Lord  Bagot  v.  Williams  (a),  the  case  which  roay  be 
relied  upon  on  the  other  side,  is  clearly  distinguishable. 
In  that  case  it  appeared  at  the  trial,  that  the  defendant 
had  received  on  account  of  the  plaintifi^  and  as  his 
steward,  different  sums  of  money  at  different  times;  and 
that,  on  the  investigation  of  the  accounts,  the  plamdff 
fonnd  there  was  due  to  him  a  much  lai^r  sum  than 
that  for  which  he  had  declared  in  an  inferior  court;  but 
that  he  had  proceeded  for  the  smaller  sum,  under  the 
fadief  that  the  defendant  had  no  available  property  be- 
yond that  amount  It  was  held,  that  aH  the  sums  which 
the  plaintiff  knew  the  defendant  had  received  at  the  time 
when  he  commenced  the  action  in  the  inferior  court, 
were  to  be  considered  as  causes  of  action,  in  respect  of 
which  he  had  declared  and  recovered  the  judgment 
But  the  action  in  the  inferior  court  was  brought  on  a 
single  account,  whereas  the  Plaintiff  here  had  several 
causes  of  action  in  the  first  suit. 


Stephen.  The  recovery  in  the  former  action,  coupled 
with  the  noUe  pfvseqvi  as  to  a  part,  is  a  bar  to  the  pre- 
sent action:  and  it  would  operate  with  great  hardship  on 
defendants  if  the  law  were  otherwise ;  for  they  might 
always  be  harassed  with  several  actions  instead  of  one. 
JSeddon  y.  Tutop  is  distinguishable,  on  the  ground  that 
ihe  Plaintiff  in  the  present  case  entered  the  nolle  pro- 
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sequi  as  to  part^  after  taking  judgment  for  the  whole. 
His  case,  therefore,  is  more  like  that  of  Lord  Bagoi  v. 
WiUiamSf  where  the  plaintiff,  knowing  he  had  a  claim  to 
a  greater  amount,  elected  to  sue  for  less.  A  noUe  pro* 
seqtd  as  to  part  is  equivalent  to  such  an  election ;  in 
other  words,  to  a  retraxiif  or  a  remittitur  after  judg- 
ment by  default.  In  Beecher^s  case  (a),  indeed,  the 
Court  resolved  that  a  retraxit  cannot  be,  unless  the 
plaintiff  or  defendant  be  in  court  in  proper  person, 
for  the  entry  is,  quod  querens  in  proprid  personA  sud 
venit  et  dicit^  quod  ipse  placitum  suum  praedicf  ulterius 
prosequi  non  vuU,  sed  abinde  omnino  se  retraxit,"  ^. 
But  other  forms  of  a  judgment  of  retraxit  are  given 
in  the  same  case  (5),  which  shew  that  the  express  word 
retraxit  is  not  essential  to  the  judgment,  but  that  it  may 
be  supplied  by  nolle  prosequi,  which  then  operates  as  a 
perpetual  bar.  This  doctrine  has  indeed  been  questioned 
in  more  recent  times ;  but  it  is  to  be  found  in  Co,  Lit. 
139  a.  and  is  confirmed  in  Sands  v.  Brocas  {c\  and  2  LiU 
Pr.  Beg.  218.  Serjt.  Williams  has  drawn  too  strong  an 
inference  from  the  cases  cited  in  1  Wms.  Sound.  ^lOT  n. 
Those  cases  were  chiefly  actions  of  tort ;  and  in  Tfoke 
V.  Ingham  (d)  the  opinion  as  to  the  effect  of  a  nMe  pro* 
sequi  was  extrajudicial.  But  even  if  a  nolle  prosequi  be 
not  a  bar  when  entered  to  the  whole  cause  of  action,  be- 
cause the  Defendant  gets  his  costs,  and  is  in  no  worse' 
condition  by  the  second  action,  it  is  a  bar  when  entered 
to  a  part  only,  and  the  Defendant  obtains  no  costs; 
and  the  difference  may  be  observed  in  the  language  of 
the  entries.  Tidd^s  Append.  274.  Stafford  v.  Clark  is 
conclusive  to  shew  that  such  a  defence  may  be  given  in 
evidence  under  the  general  issue. 

Cur.  adv4  vuli. 
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TiNDAL  C.  J.  This  case  comes  before  the  Court 
upon  a  motion  for  leave  to  set  aside  a  verdict  for  the 
Plaintiff,  and  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  on  the  ground  that  the 
Defendant  has  suffered  judgment  by  default  in  a  former 
action,  brought  as  well  upon  a  bill  of  exchange,  as  upon 
counts  which  comprise  the  same  causes  of  action  as  the 
present  declaration ;  after  which  judgment  by  default, 
the  Plaintiff  entered  upon  the  record  a  nolle  prosequi  as 
to  the  counts  which  form  the  declaration  in  the  present 
.action. 

It  is  contended  by  the  Plaintiff,  that  the  effect  of  a 
ncUe  prosequi  differs  from  that  of  a  retraxit^  in  that  the 
former  is  no  bar  to  a  future  action,  which  the  latter  is 
confessedly  allowed  to  be ;  and  in  support  of  that  dis- 
tinction, the  several  authorities  which  are  collected  in 
the  note  of  Mr.  Serjeant  Williams  in  1  Saund.  Rep.  207* 
are  relied  upon  for  the  Plaintiff 

It  b  important,  however,  to  advert  to  a  dbtinction 
between  the  present  case  and  all  those  which  are  referred 
to  in  that  note. 

The  nolle  prosequi^  in  all  those  cases,  is  entered  by 
the  plaintiff  either  before  or  after  verdict ;  but  in  no 
one  of  those  cases  is  there  a  7iolle  prosequi  afier  Judgment 
for  the  plaintiff. 

In  the  present  case,  the  interlocutory  judgment  was 
entered  generally,  to  the  whole  declaration,  that  the 
Plaintiff  ought  to  recover  his  damages  by  reason  of  the 
not  performing  the  several  promises  and  undertakings 
in  the  declaration  mentioned:  but  because  it  is  unknown, 
&c.  And  the  entry  of  the  nolle  prosequi  as  to  the 
several  counts  in  the  declaration  after  the  first,  is  this, 
that  the  Plaintiff  freely  in  Court  confesses  that  he  will 
not  further  prosecute  his  suit  as  to  the  promises  and  un- 
dertakings in  those  counts  mentioned.  Therefore^  as  to 
the  damages  in  those  counts,  let  the  Defendant  be 
acquitted,  and  go  thereof  without  day. 

Now, 
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Now,  after  the  Plaintiff  has  obtained  a  judgment, 
ihis  entry  comes  much  more  near  in  form  to  a  remittitur 
after  a  judgment  by  default,  than  to  the  ordinary  entry 
of  a  nolie  prosequi  >•  for  in  the  case  of  a  remittitur'  of  part 
of  the  damages,  the  entry  is,  *^  and  hereupon  the  said 
Plaintiff  fi*eely  here  in  Court  remits  to  the  said  Defend- 
ant all  damages  sustained  by  him  the  said  Plaintiff  by 
reason  of  the  not  performing  the  several  promises  and 
undertakings  in  the  two  last  counts  of  the  declaration 
mentioned ;  therefore  let  the  Defendant  be  acquitted  of 
such  damages  so  remitted  as  aforesaid,  and  go  thereof 
without  day,"  &c. 

And  as  the  judgment  approaches  so  near  in  form  to 
that  of  a  remittitur^  we  think  ourselves  bound  to  give  it 
the  same  effect,  which  is  that  of  a  final  giving  up  of  the 
damages  by  matter  of  record.  It  is  put  upon  the  record 
in  the  same  place  as  a  remittitur^  namely,  after  the 
plaintiff  has  obtained  judgment.  In  both  instances  the 
nature  of  his  original  demand  is  changed,  — quia  transit 
in  rem  judicalam. 

The  entry,  both  in  this  case  and  that  of  a  remittitur^ 
is  expressed  in  terms  equally  operative. 

The  reasons  given  in  one  of  the  authorities  referred 
to,  that  a  nolle  prosequi  is  not  final,  viz.y  that  the  plaintiff 
pays  costs  under  the  statute  of  Elizabeth^  and  therefore 
ought  not  to  be  deprived  of  a  second  action  where  he 
has  misconceived  his  first,  will  not  apply  to  this  case, 
where  the  nolle  prosequi  goes  to  part  only,  and  the 
Plaintiff  is  not  liable  to  the  payment  of  costs  of  that 
part;  and  if  the  Plaintiff  had  inadvertently  entered  this 
nolle  prosequi  in  its  present  form,  without  foreseeing  the 
effects  of  it,  and  had  applied  to  the  Court  to  relieve  him 
from  it,  no  doubt,  upon  proper  terms,  he  would  have 
been  allowed  to  do  so. 

At  present  it  appears  to  the  Court,  that  afler  the 
Plaintiff  has  obtained  a  judgment  in  his  favour,  and 
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has  given  up  the  damages  upon  the  record  in  such  t^nns 
as  the  present,  he  has  precluded  himself  from  suing 
again  for  the  original  cause  of  action,  as  upon  a  simple 
contract,  and  that  such  evidence  was  admissible  under 
the  general  issue. 

We  therefore  think  the  rule  for  entering  a  nonsoit 
should  be  made  absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 


June  13. 


Doe  dem.  Pearson  v.  IIies^ 


The  Defend- 
ant not  deny- 
ing an  imputa- 
tion that  he 
had  instigated 
a  servant  to 
Steal  a  lease 
material  to  the 
determination 
of  the  Plain- 
tiff's cause, 
the  Court 
hiade  absolute 
a  rule  for  giv- 
ing secondary 
evidence  of  its 
contents. 


J/T/^ILDE  Serjt.  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  giving  in  eti* 
dence  an  examined  copy  of  the  enrolment  of  a 
lease  material  to  the  determination  of  this  cause,  on  an 
aflSdavit  which  stated,  that  the  original  had  been  stolen 
from  the  lessor  of  the  Plaintiff  by  a  servant,  at  the  in- 
stigation of  the  Defendant,  who  either  b&d  it  in  posses^ 
sion  or  knew  where  it  was. 

Storks  Serjt.  shewed  cause ;  but  his  affidavit  Contain^ 
ing  no  denial  that  his  client  had  the  deed  or  knew  where 
It  was,  the  Court  made  the  rule 

Absdute!* 
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Lon£r6ak  and  Another  v.  The  IIoyal 
Exchange  Assurance. 

A    RULE  had  been  obtained,  calling  on  the  protho-  j.  a  succei^ 

notary  to  review  his  taxation  in  this  cause.     The  ft»' party  i§ 
question  involved  in  the  rule  was  an  item  of  533/.  which  ej^p^nac  of  a 
the  Plaintiffs  claimed  for  the  expenses  and  loss  of  time  foreign  wit- 

of  a  witness  in  his  voyaffe  from  the  Havannah  to  this  °«^.™*'»«1 

to  hit  cauiey 
country,  his  detention  here,  and  return^  and  which  the  although  such 

prothonotary  had  disallowed.  witneas  be 

The  action  was  brought  to  recover  an  average  loss  on  y^   jubpeena, 
a  policy  of  assurance  on  a  cargo  of  sugars  shipped  on      a«  He  la 
board  the  Chauncyj  Captain  James  Mqffatt^  on  a  voyage  *ho  "i*"J«^ 
from  the  Havannah  to  Gibraltar  and  Malaga.  The  Plain-  of  detaining 
tiffs  insured  the  sum  of  4150/.  with  the  Defendants,  2000/.  fuch  witne« 
with  the  Patriotic  Assurance  Company,  and  500/.  with  J]^  ^^^  ^J^ 
the  underwriters  at  LloycTsj  on  the  same  goods.  trial  of  the 

The  ship  sailed  on  the  27th  of  October  1827,  from  ^^^»^' 
^  though  op- 

the  Havannahy  bound  to  Malaga  ;  on  the  28th  sprung  a  portunity  is 
leak,  and  was  towed  back  to  the  Havannah  by  a  king's  afforded  of 
sbip^  and  run  ashore  on  the  29lh.  ^      j^^^ 

The  action  was  commenced  in  Hilary  term  1826.         rogatory. 

The  Defendants  immediately  filed  a  bill  in  equity 
against  the  Plaintiffs  at  luw^  praying  a  commission  for 
the  examination  of  witnesses  at  the  Havannah j  Matanzas^ 
and  other  parts  beyond  sea,  and  for  an  injunction. 

An  appearance  was  entered  to  this  bill ;  and  on  the 
30th  of  June  an  injunction  issued  from  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  to  restrain  the  Plaintiffs  in  this  action  from 
commencing  or  prosecuting  any  action  or  actions  against 
the  corporation  touching  the  matters  in  the  bill  men- 
tioned; and   it  was  ordered,  that  they  should  wholly 

desist 
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desist  from  the  commencing  or  further  prosecuting  any 
such  action  as  aforesaid,  and  all  manner  of  proceedings 
thereon,  until  the  coming  in  of  the  answer,  and  the  C6urt 
should  further  order. 

The  answer  of  Lotiergan  was  filed  on  the  15th  of 
August  1828. 

On  the  12th  of  November  1828,  the  PlaintiflBs  obtained 
an  order  nm  to  dissolve  the  injunction,  the  answer  having 
come  in. 

On  cause  being  shewn,  on  the  21st  of  Naoember^ 
the  Court  discharged  the  order  nisi^  and  gave  the 
Defendants  leave  to  send  out  commissions  for  the 
examination  of  witnesses,  to  the  Havannah^  and  the 
injunction  was  continued.  In  the  order  then  drawn 
up,  **  It  appearing  to  the  Court  that  James  Maffatii 
who  was  captain  of  the  ship  Chmmcy  in  the  plead- 
ings mentioned,  on  the  voyage  therein  also  mentioned, 
was  then  in  this  country  for  the  purpose  of  giving 
his  testimony  upon  the  trial  of  the  action,  it  was 
further  ordered  by  the  Court,  tliat  the  Defendants 
should  be  at  liberty  to  examine  the  said  James  MoffaU 
on  interrogatories  in  the  said  action,  notwithstanding 
the  injunction  of  this  Court,  the  Plaintiffs  being  at 
liberty  to  cross-examine  the  said  James  Moffattj  and 
that  the  said  Plaintiffs,  if  necessary,  should  cons^t  to 
an  order  to  be  made  in  the  said  action,  at  the  instance  of 
the  said  Defendants,  for  the  said  Defendants  to  be  at 
liberty  to  read  the  depositions  of  the  said  James  MoffaU 
to  be  taken  as  aforesaid  as  evidence  on  their  behalf  upon 
the  trial  of  the  said  action,  the  Plaintiffs  being  at  liber^ 
to  read  the  cross-depositions  of  the  said  James  Mqffatt 
to  the  cross-interrogatories  exhibited  by  them  as  evidence 
on  their  behalf  upon  the  said  trial." 

Commissions  were  sent  out  to  the  Havatmah  on  tbe 
part  of  the  corporation.     These  not  having  returned  on 
the  7th  of  December  1829,  the  Plainti£&  moved  to  dis- 
solve 
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solve  the  injunction;  and  by  an  order  dated  the  10th  of 
December  18299  it  was  ordered,  that  unless  the  commis- 
sions returned  by  the  eighth  day  of  Hilary  term,  the 
injunction  was  then  to  stand  dissolved. 

The  commissions  not  being  then  returned,  the  com- 
pany paid  the  loss. 

The  Plaintiffs  at  law  wrote  to  the  Havannah  for  the 
attendance  of  the  witness  Captain  Maffatt^  several  times 
after  the  commencement  of  the  action,  and  before  the 
issuing  of  the  injunction,  but  never  examined  him  pur- 
suant to  the  order  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer. 

The  witness  was  applied  to  in  Matanxas  in  September 
1828,  to  go  to  London  to  attend  the  trial  of  the  cause. 
He  sailed  on  the  17th  of  September ^  arrived  on  the 
ISth  of  November  at  Liverpool^  remained  in  London 
till  the  17th  of  February  1830)  and  claimed  for  his 
return  voyage  two  months. 

The  Plaintiffs'  attorney  deposed,  that  from  the  leak^ 
which  caused  the  loss  of  the  ship  Chauncy^  having  oc- 
curred only  a  few  hours  after  her  sailing  on  the  voyage 
in  question,  as  appeared  by  the  master's  protest,  the 
question  of  seaworthiness  in  this  cause  was  a  nice  and 
critical  question,  and,  therefore,  deponent  deemed  it 
unsafe  to  trust  the  trial  of  the  cause  to  written  deposi- 
tions, so  long  as  he  could  prevail  on  the  captain  to 
remain  in  England  to  give  his  evidence  personally  on 
the  trial  before  a  jury;  inasmuch  as  the  demeanour  and 
manner  of  Captain  Moffatfs  giving  his  evidence  before 
a  jury  might  have  great  weight  with  a  jury,  in  addition 
to  his  intelligent  and  gentlemanly  appearance. 


1881. 


LONBROAN 

The  RoTAL 

Exchange 

Anunmce. 


Taddy  and  Spankie  Serjts.,  who  shewed  cause  in 
Easter  term  last^  contended^  that  the  action  never  having 
been  at  issue,  and  notice  of  trial  never  having  been  given, 
the  Plaintiff's  were  not  entitled  to  send  for  any  witness  at 
the  expense  of  the  Defendants :  tliat  no  subpcena  could 

have 
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have  been  issued  against  the  witness  to  compel  attend- 
ance,  which  is  a  test  to  judge  of  the  right  to  charge: 

That  the  Plaintiffs  had  no  right,  after  the  injunctioa 
granted  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  to  detain  any  wit- 
ness at  the  expense  of  the  Defendants ;  and  that,  in  aay 
events  the  Defendants  could  not  be  liable  for  the  deten- 
tion of  the  captain  after  the  date  of  the  order  of  Court 
giving  liberty  to  examine  him  on  interrogatories;  his 
detention  after  that  time  being  a  wilful  and  unnecessary 
detention  by  the  Plainti£&.  They  might  have  examined 
him  by  interrogatory ;  and  the  Defendants  were  not  to 
pay  for  the  effect  which  might  have  been  prodaoed  by 
the  gendemanly  appearance  of  the  witness  in  the  box. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  If  the  witness  had  been  sent  for  rashly, 
the  expenses  which  have  been  claimed  ought  not  to  be 
allowed.  But  the  Plaintiffs  were  not  bound  to  eiqpect 
that  the  injunction  would  continue,  and  were  entided, 
in  the  exercise  of  a  prudent  discretion,  to  send  out  to  the 
Havannah  for  the  witness  in  question  ;  nor,  although 
the  Defendants  had  obtained  a  commission  to  examine 
witnesses,  were  the  Plaintiffs  bound  to  examine  a  prin- 
cipal witness,  under  that  commission  or  upon  i]lte^ 
rogatory,  when  they  had  him  corporally  here.  They 
might  reasonably  prefer  that  his  evidence  should  be 
given  in  open  court,  where  it  could  be  obtained  in  t 
more  full  and  perfect  manner.  We  think,  therefore^ 
that  a  reasonable  allowance  should  be  made  for  the 
expense  of  this  witness,  and  the  rule  for  a  review  of  the 
taxation  must  be  made 

Absolute. 
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Same  v.  Same.  J*^^  13 » 

TTPON  reviewing  his  taxation   in  pursuance  of  the  Allowance 

preceding  rule,  the  prothonotary,  out  of  533/.  145.  ^^^  ^^ 
claimed  for  the  witness  Mqffhtty  disallowed  212/.  IO5.,  Ion  of  time  to 
charged  as  a  compensation  for  loss  of  time  from  the  *  fo'^ign  wit- 
17tli  oi  September  1828  to  the  17th  oi  February  1B30,  at  to  Uic^u^w 

12/.  105.  a  month;  whereupon  of  the  causey 

who  is  not 
accessible  by 
WUde  Seijt.  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  another  review  of  subpoenay  and 

the  taxation,  upon  an  affidavit  that  Mnffatt  was  by  birth  "'"•^^^  *'- 
an  American  subject,  and  before  he  would  consent  to  compensation 
come  to  England  as  a  witness  for  the  Plaintiffs,  the 
Plaintiffs'  agent  undertook  that  he  should  be  paid  for 
his  loss  of  time  in  going  to  England^  remaining  there, 
and  returning,  and  for  his  board,  lodging,  and  all  ex- 
penses. 

Taddy  and  Spankie  Serjts.,  who  shewed  cause,  relied  , 
on  the  general  rule  that  compensation  for  loss  of  time 
is  not  allowed  in  costs  to  any  but  medical  men  and 
attomies.  Moor  v.  Adam  (a).  Lottery  v.  Ikmbleday  (£),  . 
Willis  V.  Peckham{c\  Severn  v.  Olive  {d).  The  cir- 
cumstance that  the  witness  was  a  foreigner,  makes  no 
di£ference ;  for  in  Severn  v.  Olive,  one  of  the  scientific 
witnesses,  came  from  Glasgow^  a  place  out  of  the  jurist- 
diction  of  the  Court.  He  might  be  considered,  there- 
fore, in  the  same  predicament  as  a  foreigner ;  and  yet 
the  charge  for  his  loss  of  time  was  disallowed.  Schim- 
mel  V.  Lousada  {e)j  Sturdy  v.  Andrews  (g),  Tremain  v.  Bar-^ 

{a)  sM.^S.  156.  {d)  sB.^B.  72. 

!h)  5  Jf.  ^  S.  X59.  («.)  le)  4  TaunU  695. 

e)  I  B.  ef  JB.  5x5.  (s)  4  Taunt.  697. 

rettf 
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1831.  rett(a\  and  Tremain  v.  Faith  {Jb\  are  all  anterior  to  the 

LoNERGAV  ^**^  relied  on ;  and  it  does  not  appear  clearly  in  any 

V.  of  them,  that  costs  were  allowed  expressly  for  loss  of 

The  RoTAL  ^njg    jjut  rather  the  expenses  incurred  by  detention. 

EXCHAKGS 

Attwinfff,  ^^  Cotton  v.  Witt  {c\  it  was  established  that  the  costs  of 
bringing  a  necessary  witness  from  abroad  are  to  be 
allowed,  but  not  the  costs  of  his  return. 

Wilde.  The  present  question,  as  &r  as  regards  a 
foreign  witness,  was  not  decided  in  Severn  v.  OUoc;  for 
the  charge  contested  in  that  case  was  an  expense  . 
incurred  by  long  scientific  experiments,  and  it  was  to 
that  charge  the  attention  of  the  Court  was  princi- 
pally directed.  In  Moor  v.  Adam^  the  charge  for  the 
time  of  die  foreign  witnesses  was  only  disallowed  under 
die  peculiar  circumstances  of  the  case,  it  appearing,  by 
affidafit,  that  the  necessity  of  their  attendance  was  wy 
disputable;  but  Lord  EUenborough  said,  <^  I  do  not 
think  thai  the  Court  is  called  upon  to  lay  down  any 
rule  peremptorily,  that  in  no  case  whatever,  where  t 
witness  comes  from  abroad,  shall  there  be  an  allowaDoe 
made  to  him  for  loss  of  time.''  There  is  a  manifest 
distinction  between  witnesses  who  live  within  the  jorif- 
dicdon  of  the  Court,  and  who  may  be  compelled  by 
subpcena  to  attend,  and  witnesses  who  live  abroad,  and 
whose  attendance  the  party  may  have  no  means  of 
securing,  except  by  undertaking,  as  here,  to  make  them  a 
compensation  for  loss  of  time.  To  refuse  genertlly  to 
make  an  allowance  in  costs  for  such  a  payment  would, 
in  many  instances,  operate  as  a  complete  denial  of 
justice. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.     We  are  not  called  on  to  lay  down  a 
general  rule,  Uiat  in  all  cases  where  a  party  is  obliged 

(ja)  6  Taunt.  88.  (fi)  6  Taunt.  91.  (r)  4  Taunt,  ss* 

to 
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to  have  recourse  to  a  foreign  witness,  he  may,  if  he  sue-        18SL 

eeed,  call  on  the  opposite  party  to  pay  for  the  witness's  ^o    '  gan 
loss  of  time:  still  less  are  we  called  on  to  say  that  in  v. 

any  such  case  the  losing;  party  is  bound  to  pay  the  full  1^®  Royal 

EXCHANOX 

amount  paid  by  the  successful  party.  It  must  be  ascer-  •  Af,ui»iw:«. 
tained  what  it  is  reasonable  the  losing  party  should  pay. 
If  there  had  been  any  general  rule  contrary  to  this,  I 
would  not  have  departed  from  it ;  but  from  what  Lord 
Ellenborougk  said  in  Moor  v.  Adam^  it  seems  there  is 
no  such  general  rule :  and  the  question  is,  whether,  a 
foreign  captain  having  refused  to  come  unless  com- 
pensated for  loss  of  time,  the  expense  falls  on  the  De- 
fendant :  I  am  of  opinion  it  does.  The  case  of  Severn 
V.  Olive  does  not  apply.  In  that  case  the  claim  was  for 
expenses  incurred  to  qualify  witnesses  for  a  particular 
trial.  But  the  general  rule  has  been,  that  where  wit- 
nesses attend  under  a  subpoena,  none  receive  any  allow- 
ance for  loss  of  time  except  medical  men  and  attornies. 
If  that  rule  were  to  undergo  revision,  I  cannot  say  it 
would  stand  the  test  of  examination.  There  is  no 
reason  for  assuming,  that  the  time  of  medical  men 
and  attornies  is  more  valuable  than  that  of  others  whose 
livelihood  depends  on  their  own  exertions.  But  that 
rule  is  not  applicable  to  the  case  of  a  foreign  witness, 
who  may  refuse  to  attend  if  the  terms  he  proposes  are 
not  acceded  to.  If  he  asks  only  what  is  reasonable,  I 
cannot  see  why  it  should  not  be  allowed,  and  be  charged 
to  the  unsuccessful  party.  This  case,  therefore,  must 
go  back  to  the  prothonotary,  to  allow  a  reasonable  sum 
for  the  time  of  the  foreign  witness. 

Park  J.  In  Moor  v.  Adam  it  was  stated,  that  upon 
process  in  this  country,  allowance  for  time  is  only 
made  to  medical  men  and  attornies.  A  rule  which 
appears  to  be  hard  and  partial;  for  time  to  a  poor  man 
is  of  as  much  importance  as  to  an  attorney.     But  the 

question 
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question  is,  whether  this  case  falls  within  that  rule.  It 
appears  to  me  that  the  circumstances  are  such  as  to 
take  it  out  of  the  rule.  The  party  might  naturally 
prefer  an  examination  in  open  court  to  an  examination 
upon  interrogatory;  and  as  the  witness  refused  to  appear 
except  on  terms,  the  party  had  no  alternative  but  to 
accede.  Without  infringing  on  the  general  rule,  I  think 
this  may  go  back  to  the  prothonotary. 


Gaselee  J.  I  have  always  considered  it  the  general 
rule  not  to  make  allowance  for  loss  of  time,  except  to 
medical  men  and  attomies.  The  rule  is  a  hard  one, 
and  ought  not  to  be  applied  to  the  case  of  a  foreign 
witness. 


BosANQUET  J.  As  the  question  is  not  what  the 
general  rule  ought  to  be,  but  what  it  is,  1  have  felt  some 
doubt  whether  the  circumstances  of  this  case  are  such  as 
to  form  an  exception.  But  it  is  so  proper  the  allowance 
should  be  made,  that  1  am  glad  the  Court  has  coroe  to 
that  determination,  notwithstanding  any  doubt  I  may 
have  entertained. 

Role  absolute. 

The  following  xmse,  also  on  the  subject  of  witnesses' 
fiosjis^  was  decided  in  Easter  term. 
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TrEGONING  v.  AtTENBOROUGH.  -Majr  9. 

T^HE  PlaintifTy  who  had  recovered  a  verdict  in  trover  In  trover  a 
with  850/.  damages,  consented  that  the  Defendant  T^^gJJ^f^** 
should  be  permitted  to  deliver  up  the  goods,  and  reduce  Plaintiff  to  the 

the  verdict  pro  iantOj  it  beinfr  referred  to  an  arbitrator  ^^  amount  of 

.  the  goods  con* 

by  order  of  Nisi  Prius  to  find  to  what  amount,  if  any^  verted»  the 

the  goods  had  been  deteriorated  while  in  the  Defend-  Plaintiff  con- 
ant's  possession ;  which  amount,  together  with  the  costs  ^-^|j^c^  j^* 
of  the  catisCf  to  be  taxed,  were  to  be  paid  to  the  Plaintiff:  reduction  of 
the  order  was  silent  as  to  the  costs  of  the  reference.  damagett 

The  arbitrator   enlarged   the  time  twice,  and  then  referred  to  an 
made  a  formal  awatd,  in  which  he  found  the  amount  of  arbitrator  by 
deterioration,  and  awarded  a  sum  accordingly ;  but  said  p  ?^        "* 
nothing  about  costs.     The  prothonotary,  upon  taxation  certain  the 

of  costs,  having  allowed  the  expenses  of  witnesses  at-  amount  of  de- 
,.        ,         ,  .  tenoration, 

tending  the  arbitrator,  ^^^  ,„^^^ 

with  the  costs 

Cross  Sent,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  review  of  the  *"  ^  *  cauie, 
•^  were  to  be 

taxation,  on  the  ground  that,  under  the  foregoing  rule,  paid  to  Plaiii- 

the  Plaintiff  was  only  entitled  to  costs  in  the  cause,  and  ^*^* 

J.       ,         c  Held,  that 

not  costs  occasioned  by  the  relerence.  ^j^^  ^^jpeinc  of 

witnesses  at- 
Wilde  Sent.,  for  the  Plaintiff,  contended  that  these  *^^"?  ^^ 

,  arbitrator  w( 

were,  in  effect,  costs  in  the  cause,  the  reference  having  cosu  in  the 

been  submitted  to  in  ease  of  the  Defendant,  and  the  c*w«®- 

arbitrator  having,  by  the  Defendant's  consent,  stood  in 

the  place  of  a  jury. 

Cross.  A  formal  award,  made  upon  several  hearings, 
is  not  like  a  referee's  certificate  of  the  amount  of  da- 
mages given  on  the  spot  after  a  verdict  by  consent. 

Vol.  VII.  SC  Tindal 
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TiNDAL  C.  J.  The  costs  of  this  reference  were  sub- 
stantially costs  in  the  cause.  The  verdict  gave  the 
Plaintiff  the  full  value  of  the  goods,  when,  in  ease  of 
the  Defendant,  the  Plaintiff  offered  to  take  the  goods 
again,  upon  allowance  being  made  for  any  damage  done 
to  them  while  in  the  Defendant's  hands.  It  was  clearly 
for  the  benefit  of  the  Defendant ;  and  upon  his  assent* 
ing^  the  arbitrator  ascertained  the  amount  of  the  da- 
mage. The  costs  of  attending  him  were,  therefore^ 
costs  in  the  cause  ;  and  the  rule  must  be  disdiarged. 


Park  J.  I  think  these  were  costs  in  the  cause  under 
the  peculiar  circumstances  of  this  case. 

Gaselee  J.  It  must  be  taken  that  the  Defimdant 
consented  to  ascertain  the  damage,  the  return  of  the 
goods  being  for  his  benefit.  I  am  of  opiDion,  therefiire^ 
that  these  were  costs  in  the  cause. 


Alderson  J.  This  is  not  like  the  case  of  a  aepanle 
reference.  The  jury  had  found  a  value;  the  Defendant 
sought  to  reduce  the  payment,'  by  a  return  of  the  gcods, 
in  specie,  and  consented  to  ascertain  the  damage  dooe. 
The  whole  proceeding  was  for  his  benefit,  and  a  pro- 
ceeding in  the  cause. 

Rule  dischaiged. 
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Horner  v.  Graves.  June  13. 

n^HE  declaration  stated,  that  theretofore,  to  wit,  on  An  agreement 

the  17th  of  April  1828,  in  the  county  of  York,  ^^*^^^^^' 

^  ant,  a  moder- 

by  certain  articles  of  agreement  under  seal  then  and  ately  skilful 
there  made,  between  the  Plaintiff,  therein  described  as  d«n^f»  would 
of  the  city  of  York,  surgeon-dentist,  of  the  one  part,  pncdring^^er 
and  the  Defendant  of  the  other  part,  which  articles  of  ^  district  aoo 

aflreement,  sealed  with  the  seal  of  the  Defendant,  the       *' '" 
^^  ^  ^  meter,  m  con- 

Plaintiff  brought  into  Court,  the  Defendant,  for  him-  sideration  of 

self,  his  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  did  co-  "^^^^wg  »**- 

1  .  I       •  I      I       r>i  *     .^    structions  and 

▼enant,  promise,  and  agree  to  and  with  the  Plaintiff,  a  ^i^ry  from 
hb  executors   and  administrators,   that  he,    the   De-  t^«  Plaintiff, 
fendant,   should   and  would  well  and   faithfully  serve  ^^^£"*^^* 
him,   the    Plaintiff,   as   his   assistant  in    the  business  months' 
or  profession  of  a  surgeon-dentist,  for  die  term  of  five  ^^^9  Held, 
years,  from  the  20th  day  of  October  then  next,  according  and  void. 
to  the  terms  and  conditions  thereinafter  expressed ;  and 
the  Plaintiff,  in  consideration  of  such  service,  and  of 
the  covenants  and  agreements  on  the  part  of  the  De- 
fendant, his  executors  and  administrators,  thereinafter 
contained,  for  himself,  his  heirs,  executors,  and  admi- 
nistrators, did  covenant,  promise,  and  agree,  to  and  with 
the  Defendant,  his  executors  and  administrators,  that  he^ 
the  Plaintiff,  his  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators, 
should  and  would  well  and  truly  pay  or  cause  to  be 
paid   unto  the  Defendant,    his    executors  or  adminis* 
trators,  the  salaries  or  yearly  sums  following,  that  is  to 
say,  for  the  first  year  of  the  said  term  of  five  years  the 
sum  of  120/.,  for  the  second  year  the  sum  of  140/.,  for 
the  third  year  the  sum  of  160/.,  for  the  fourth  the  sum 
of  180/.,  and  for  the  fifth  and  last  year  the  sum  of  200/., 
to  be  paid  half-yearly  at  the  expiration  of  each  succes- 
sive half  year  during  the  said  term :  and  also  that  he, 

S  C  2  the 
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five  years,  teach  and  instruct  the  Defendant  in  the 
business  or  profession  of  a  surgeon-dentist,  according  to 
the  best  of  his  skill  and  knowledge.  And  the  Defend- 
ant did,  by  the  said  articles  of  agreement,  for  himself 
his  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  covenant, 
promise,  and  agree  to  and  with  the  Plaintiff^  his  execu- 
tors and  administrators,  that  he,  the  Defendant,  should 
and  would,  for  and  during  the  said  term  of  five  years, 
firom  the  said  20th  day  of  October  thence  next  ensuing 
and  fully  to  be  complete  and  ended,  faithfully  and  dili- 
gently serve  him,  the  Plaintiff,  as  his  assistant  in  the 
business  or  profession  of  a  surgeon-dentist,  and  woald 
not  depart  from  the  service  of  the  Plaintiff  withoot 
giving  three  calendar  months'  previous  notice  in  writing 
to  the  Plaintiff  of  such  his  intention :  and  that  the 
Defendant  should  not  nor  would,  at  the  expiration  or 
other  sooner  determination  of  the  said  term,  (provided  the 
Plaintiff  were  then  living,  and  practising  in  the  said 
profession  or  business  of  a  surgeon-dentist,)  exercise  or 
practise  the  profession  or  business  of  a  surgeon-dentist 
at  or  within  100  miles  of  the  said  city  of  Yortj  without 
the  previous  consent  in  writing  of  the  Plaintiff,  under 
the  penalty  of  1000/.  to  be  forfeited  and  paid  by  tbe 
Defendant,  his  executors  or  administrators,  and  to  be 
recoverable  in  any  of  his  Majesty's  Courts  of  Record  at 
Westminster^  as  and  for  liquidated  damages :  that  it 
should  and  might  be  lawful  for  the  Plaintiff,  at  anyUme 
during  the  said  term  of  five  years,  to  discharge  and  dis- 
miss the  Defendant  from  his  service,  by  giving  to  the  De- 
fendant three  calendar  months'  previous  notice  in  writing 
for  that  purpose :  as  by  the  articles  of  agreement,  refer- 
ence being  thereunto  had,  would  amongst  other  things 
more  fully  and  at  large  appear :  that  afterwards,  to  ^nt, 
on,  &c.  at,  &c.  the  Defendant  entered  and  was  received 
into  the  service  of  the  Plaintiff  under  the  said  articles 
of  agreement,  and  continued  therein  for  a  long  qMce  of 

time, 


\ 


IN  THE  First  Ybar  of  WILLIAM  IV.  737 

time,  and  until,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  tlie  Sd  day  oiMay       1881* 

1830,  the  said  term  was  determined  by  the  said  parties. 

That  after  the  determination  of  the  said  term,  to  wit, 

on,  &c.,  and  on  divers  other  days  and  times  between 

that  day  and  the  day  of  exhibiting  that  bill,  in  the  county 

aforesaid,  the  Defendant  did  exercise  the  profession  or 

business  of  a  surgeon-dentist  within  100  miles  of  the 

city  of  Yorky  without  the  previous  consent  in  writing  of 

the  Plaintiff,  although  he,  the  Plaintifl^  was,  during  all 

that  time,  living  and  practising  in  the  said  profession  or 

business  of  a  surgeon-dentist,  to  wit,  at,  &c.    Whereby 

an  action  had  accrued  to  the  Plainti£^  to  demand  and 

have  of  and  from  the  Defendant  the  said  sum  of  1000& 

above  demanded.    Yet,  &c. 

The  Defendant  pleaded  that  it  was  not  his  deed. 

Upon  the  trial  of  the  cause  before  Ldttledale  J.,  last 
York  assizes,  it  was  proposed  to  resist  the  Plaintiff's 
claim  on  two  grounds : 

First,  that  the  agreement  was  void,  the  distance  pre* 
scribed  by  the  Plaintiff  being  unreasonable. 

Secondly,  that  even  if  the  agreement  were  not  void^ 
the  sum  stated  in  it  was  a  penalty,  and  not  liquidated 
damages ;  and,  therefore,  the  Plaintiff  was  only  entitled 
to  recover  such  damage  as  he  could  prove. 

The  learned  Judge  was  of  opinion,  that  under  the 
plea,  non  est  factum^  those  questions  could  not  be  en^^ 
quired  into.  He  could  only  try  on  that  plea  whether 
the  Defendant  had  signed  the  agreement  or  not,  of 
which  fact  there  could  be  no  doubt ;  and  the  jury  were 
directed  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  Plaintiff  which  they 
accordingly  did;  debt  1000/.,  damages  Is. 

Wilde  Serjt.  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground 
that  evidence  ought  to  have  been  received  as  to  the 
amount  of  damages,  for  the  reason  suggested  at  the  trial ; 
and  in  arrest  of  judgment,  that  the  agreement  between 
the  parties  was  void,  as  imposing. an  unreasonable  re- 
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straint  od  the  Defendant.  (The  judgment  having  been 
confined  to  thb  latter  point,  the  argument  on  the  other 
is  omitted  here.) 

BusseU  Serjt.  shewed  cause.  An  agreement  is  illegal 
and  void,  if  it  be  generally  in  restraint  of  trade :  hot  an 
agreement  for  a  partial  restraint  of  trade  is  valid,  pix>- 
Tided  there  be  a  sufficient  consideration,  and  it  be  an 
honest  and  upright  contract.  This  was  so  settled  in 
Mitchcl  Y.  Reynolds  {a) ;  and  is  said  by  Lord  Kenyon^ 
in  Davis  v.  Mason  (6),  to  have  been  at  rest  ever  niice 
that  case.  The  restraint  here,  though  extensive,  has 
its  limits,  beyond  which  it  was  easy  for  the  Plaintiff 
to  practise  his  profession;  and  the  consideration — in- 
struction and  communication  of  the  Defendant's  skill 
—  is  ample.  In  Young  v.  Timmins{c)j  which  may 
be  cited  on  the  other  side,  the  agreement  was  clearly 
bad  and  illegal,  as  tending  to  leave  the  party  at  the 
entire  mercy  of  his  employers,  and  giving  them  the 
power  of  reducing  him  to  a  state  of  idleness.  And 
Wickens  v.  Evans  (d),  which  may  also  be  cited,  viU 
rather  assist  the  Plaintiff  than  make  against  him.  Bat 
the  case  of  Mitchel  v.  Reynolds^  as  abstracted  in  2  Wm. 
SaunderSj  156.  n.  is  decisive  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiff; 
as  also  the  judgment  of  Best  J.  in  Homer  v.  A5hford(e\ 
where  he  says,  ^'  The  law  will  not  permit  any  one  \o 
restrain  a  person  from  doing  what  the  public  weifive 
and  his  own  interest  require  that  he  should  dOb  Any 
deed,  therefore,  by  which  a  person  binds  himself  not  to 
employ  his  talents,  his  industry,  or  his  capital,  in  any 
useful  undertaking  in  the  kingdom,  would  be  void,  be- 
cause no  good  reason  can  be  imagined  for  any  person's 
imposing  such  a  restraint  on  himself.  But  it  may  often 
happen  that  individual  interest,  and  general  convenience^ 
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render  engagements  not  to  cany  on  trade,  or  to  act  in  a 
profession,  in  a  particular  place,  proper/'  Davis  v* 
Mason  {a)  is  also  in  point.  There,  in  consideration 
that  A.  would  take  B,  as  an  assistant  in  his  business  as 
a  surgeon,  for  so  long  time  as  it  should  please  ^,  B. 
agreed  not  to  practise  on  his  own  account  for  fourteen 
years  within  ten  miles  of  the  place  where  A.  lived,  and 
gave  a  bond  for  that  purpose :  that  bond  was  held  good 
in  law.  In  Hayward  v.  Young  (&),  it  was  held  that  a 
bond  by  an  apothecary  not  to  set  up  business  within 
twenty  miles  was  not  illegal  as  in  restraiut  of  trade.  In 
Bunn  V.  Guy  (c),  a  contract  entered  into  by  a  practising 
attorney,  to  relinquish  his  business,  and  recommend  his 
clients  to  two  other  attornies,  for  a  valuable  consider- 
ation, and  that  he  would  not  himself  practise  in  such 
business  within  London^  and  150  miles  from  thence^ 
was  bolden  to  be  valid  in  law.  And  though  the  Master 
of  the  Rolls,  in  Bozon  v.  Farlotm  [d\  mentions  that  the 
Lord  Chancellor  had  doubted  of  the  propriety  and 
legality  of  some  of  the  conditions  in  Bunn  v.  Guy^  and 
perhaps  would  not  have  decreed  a  specific  performance, 
yet  he  says  that  it  was  ultimately  determined  that  the 
conditions  were  not  illegal. 
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Wilde  and  Jones  Serjts.  in  support  of  the  rule.  The 
restraint  here  is  most  unreasonable,  and  the  consider- 
ation inadequate.  The  salary  allowed  by  the  Plaintiff 
to  the  Defendant  shews  that  he  was  already  an  able 
practitioner  when  he  entered  into  the  Plaintiff's  service, 
and  not  dependent  on  the  Plaintiff  for  instruction.  And 
the  agreement  is  mischievous  to  the  Defendant  and  to 
the  public,  without  being  productive  of  any  correspond- 
ing advantage  to  the  Plaintiff.  The  Defendant  is  estopped 
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X8S1.  to  pi'actise  over  a  circle  the  diameter  of  which  is  200 
miles,  containing  nine  whole  counties,  and  parts  of  eight 
more.  If  the  Plaintiff  were  to  labour  night  as  well  as 
day  it  would  be  physically  impossible  for  him  to  draw 
all  the  teeth  of  such  a  district.  If  he  leaves  home^ 
York  is  without  the  benefit  of  his  skill ;  if  he  remains 
at  Yorkf  patients  may  die  at  Lancasler.  This  is  not  like 
a  case  of  trade  which  a  man  may  conduct  by  his  agents : 
but  the  health  of  the  public  is  endangered,  without  the 
possibility  of  any  advantage  to  the  Plaintiff.  The  agree- 
ment, therefore,  is  unreasonable  and  void.  Hall  J. 
said  of  a  similar  agreement  (2  H.  5.  foL  5.),  *^  A  ma 
intent  vous  purres  aver  demurre  sur  luy  que  le  obti- 
gation  est  void,  eo  que  le  condition  est  encountre 
Common  ley,  et  per  Dieu  si  le  plaintiff  fuit  icy,  il  irra  al 
prison  tanq ;  il  ust  fait  fine  au  Roy."  And  Parker  C  J., 
in  Mitchell  v.  Reynolds^  said  he  thought  the  occasion  ex- 
cused the  vehemence  of  Hall  J. 

Cur.  adtK  vJL 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  Two  questions  arise  upon  the  deed  oa 
which  this  action  is  brought,  and  which  is  set  forth 
upon  the  face  of  the  declaration  :  the  first,  whether  the 
deed  is  void,  as  being  in  restraint  of  trade ;  the  second, 
supposing  the  deed  to  be  a  valid  deed,  whether  the  sam 
therein  mentioned  to  be  payable  upon  breach  of  the 
covenant,  is  a  penalty  only,  or  is  to  be  considered  as  the 
liquidated  amount  of  damages  to  be  recovered  by  the 
Plaintiff 

The  deed  purports  to  be  an  agreement  under  seal 
between  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant,  whereby  the  De- 
fendant covenants  with  the  Plaintiff  that  he^  the  Defend- 
ant,, would  faithfully  serve  the  Plaintiff  as  an  assistant 
in  the  business  and  profession  of  a  surgeon-dentist  for 
five  years.  And  the  said  Plaintifl^  in  consideration  of 
such  service,  and  of  the  covenants  of  Defendant,  did 
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oovetiant  with  the  Defendant  to  pay  him  the  yearly 
salaries  therein  mentioned,  and  to  instruct  him  in  the 
business  or  profession  of  a  surgeon-dentist;  and  the 
Defendant  covenanted  that  he  would,  during  the  said 
term  of  five  years,  faithfully  and  diligently  serve  the 
Plaintiff  as  his  assistant,  and  would  not  depart  from  his 
service  without  giving  him  three  calendar  months'  notice 
in  writing  of  such  his  intention ;  **  and  that  the  said 
Defendant  should  not  nor  would,  at  the  expiration  or 
other  sooner  determination  of  the  said  term,  (provided  the 
said  Plaintiff  were  then  living,  and  practising  in  the  said 
business  or  profession,  &c.)  exercise  and  practise  the 
said  business  or  profession  at  or  within  the  distance  of 
100  miles  of  the  city  of  York,  without  the  previous 
consent  in  writing  of  the  said  Plaintiff,  under  the  penalty 
of  1000/.  to  be  forfeited  and  paid  by  Defendant,  his 
executors  and  administrators,  and  to  be  recovered  in 
any  of  his  Majesty's  Courts  of  Record  at  Westminster  as 
and  for  liquidated  damages."  The  deed  then  contained 
a  clause  by  which  the  Plaintiff  might  determine  the 
service  by  giving  three  months'  notice  in  writing. 

The  first  question  is,  whether  this  agreement  is  void 
in  law. 

The  law  upon  this  subject  has  been  laid  down  with 
sa  much  authority  and  precision  by  Parker  C.  J.,  in 
giving  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  B.  R.  in  the  case 
of  MUchelv*  Reynolds  {a\  which  has  been  the  leading 
case  on  the  subject  from  that  time  to  the  present,  that 
little  more  remains  than  to  apply  the  principle  of  that 
case  to  the  present.  Now,  the  rule  laid  down  by  the 
Court  in  that  case  is,  ^^  That  voluntary  restraints,  by 
agreement  between  the  parties,  if  they  amount  to  a  general 
restraint  of  trading  by  either  party,  are  void,  whether 
with  or  without  consideration ;  but  particular  restraints 


lesiv 


(a)  iP.Wms.i^u 


of 


T4€ 


CASES  IN  TRINITY  TERM 


1831. 


of  trading,  if  made  upon  a  good  and  adequate  consider- 
ation, so  as  it  be  a  proper  and  useful  contract,"  that  is, 
so  as  it  is  a  reasonable  restraint  only,  ^  are  good.** 

The  present  case  does  not  fall  within  the  first  class 
of  contracts,  as  it  certainly  does  not  amount  to  a  general 
restraint  of  the  Defendant  from  carrying  on  hb  trade  or 
business ;  he  may  do  so  beyond  the  distance  of  100  miles 
from  the  city  of  York^  and  he  may  do  so  within  that  dis- 
tance after  the  Plaintiff  has  ceased  to  practise.  Bat  the 
question  is,  whether  this  contract,  which  is  in  particular 
and  parUal  restraint  of  trade  only,  and  is  made  upon 
some  consideration,  is  made  upon  a  good  and  suflBcient 
consideration,  and  is  in  itself  a  reasonable  restraint  of 
the  Defendant's  carrying  on  that  trade  in  whidi  the 
Plaintiff  had  agreed  to  receive  the  Defendant  as  hu 
assistant. 

Now,  as  to  the  consideration,  it  must  be  confessed  it 
is  very  small,  compared  with  tlie  restraint  under  which 
the  Defendant  consents  to  place  himself.  The  Plaintiff 
takes  the  Defendant  as  his  assistant  for  five  years,  at  t 
salary  of  120/.  for  the  first  year,  to  be  afterwards  in* 
creased,  with  a  power  to  dismiss  him  at  any  time  by  t 
three  months'  notice.  The  Defendant  covenants  not  to 
exercise  or  practise  the  profession  within  100  miles  of 
the  city  of  Yorkj  if  the  Plaintiff  continues  to  carry  on  his 
business  of  a  surgeon-dentist,  under  the  penalty  of  lOOOiJL 
The  Defendant,  in  order  to  be  capable  of  being  em- 
ployed by  the  Plaintiff  as  an  assistant  in  a  profession 
requiring  skill  and  experience,  and  at  a  considerable 
salary,  must  have  been  a  person  having  some  skill  and 
experience,  which  he  had  before  acquired.  At  the  time 
of  entering  into  this  contract  he  was  at  liberty  to  set  up 
his  trade,  and  endeavour  to  gain  his  livelihood,  within 
the  city  of  York.  But  under  the  present  contract,  after 
being  employed  by  the  Plaintiff  for  three  months  only, 
and  receiving  in  consequence  no  more  than  the  sum  of 
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SOi,  he  was  liable  to  be  prevented  from  carrying  on  his 
business,  and  earning  his  livelihood,  within  the  large 
space  comprehended  within  a  circle  drawn  with  a  dis^ 
tance  of  100  miles  from  the  city  of  York.  Surely  this 
appears  a  very  slender  and  inadequate  consideration  for 
such  a  sacrifice. 

But  the  greater  question  is,  whether  this  is  a  reason- 
able restraint  of  trade.  And  we  do  not  see  how  a 
better  test  can  be  applied  to  the  question  whether  reason- 
able or  not,  than  by  considering  whether  the  restraint 
is  such  only  as  to  afford  a  fair  protection  to  the  interests 
of  the  party  in  favour  of  whom  it  is  given,  and  not  so 
large  as  to  interfere  with  the  interests  of  the  public. 
Whatever  restraint  is  larger  than  the  necessary  pro* 
tection  of  the  party,  can  be  of  no  benefit  to  either,  it 
can  only  be  oppressive;  and  if  oppressive,  it  is,  in  the 
eye  of  the  law,  unreasonable.  Whatever  is  injurious  to 
the  interests  of  the  public  is  void,  on  the  grounds  of 
public  policy. 

In  the  case  above  referred  to.  Lord  Chief  Justice 
Parker  says,  "  A  restraint  to  carry  on  a  trade  through- 
out the  kingdom  must  be  void ;  a  restraint  to  carry  it  on 
within  a  particular  place  is  good;"  which  are  rather 
instances  and  examples,  than  limits  of  the  application  of 
the  rule,  which  can  onlv  be  at  last  what  is  a  reasonable 
restraint  with  reference  to  the  particular  case.  In  that 
case  the  plaintiff  had  assigned  to  the  defendant  the  lease 
of  a  house  in  the  parish  of  A.  for  five  years,  and  the 
defendant  entered  into  a  bond  conditioned  that  he  would 
not  exercise  the  trade  of  a  baker  within  that  parish 
during  that  term :  and  the  restraint  was  held  good,  be^ 
cause  not  unreasonable  either  as  to  the  time  or  distance, 
and  not  larger  than  might  be  necessary  for  the  pro- 
tection of  the  plaintiff  in  his  established  trade. 

No  certain  precise  boundary  can  be  laid  down,  within 
which  the  restraint  would  be  reasonable,  and  beyond 

which. 
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whicb|  excessive.  In  Daois  ▼•  Mason  {a\  where  a  sorgeon 
had  restrained  himself  not  to  practise  within  ten  miles 
of  the  plaintiff's  residence,  the  restraint  was  held  reason- 
able.     In  one  of  the  cases  referred  to  by  the  Plaintiff 
150  miles  was  considered  as  not  an   unreasonable  re- 
straint, where  an  attorney  had  bought  the  business  of 
another  who  had  retired  from  tlie  professioii.     Bat  it  is 
obvious  that  the  profession  of  an  attorney  reqoires  a 
limit  of  a  much  larger  range,  as  so  much  may  be  carried 
on  by  correspondence  or  by  agents.     And  unless  the 
case  was  such  that  the  restraint  was  plainly  and  ob- 
viously unnecessary,   the  Court  would    not  feel  itidf 
justified  in  interfering.     It  is  to  be  remembered,  how- 
ever, that  contracts  in  restraint  of  trade  are  in  them- 
selves, if  nothing  more  appears  to  shew  them  reasonable^ 
bad  in  the  eye  of  tlie  law ;  and  upon  the  bare  inspectioQ 
of  this  deed  it  must  strike  the  mind  of  every  man  that  a 
circle  round  York,  traced  with  the  distance  of  100  miles, 
encloses  a  much  larger  space  than  can  be  necessary  for 
the  Plaintiff's  protection. 

The  nature  of  the  occupation,  which  is  one  that  re^ 
quires  the  personal  presence  of  the  practiser  and  the 
patient  together  at  the  same  place,  shews  at  once  that 
the  Plaintiff  has  shut  out  the  Defendant  from  a  muck 
wider  field  than  can  by  possibility  be  occupied  bene- 
ficially by  himself.  There  is,  therefore,  on  the  one 
hand,  no  reason  why  the  Defendant  should  not  gain  his 
livelihood ;  nor,  on  the  other,  why  the  public  should  not 
receive  the  benefit  of  his  skill  and  industry  through  so 
wide  a  space.  The  contract  appears  still  further  un- 
reasonable on  this  ground, — as  it  is  to  hold  good  daring 
the  whole  time  the  Plaintiff  continues  to  carry  on  his 
business,  wherever  he  may  be ;  so  that  if  the  Plaintiff 
removed  from   York,   to  places  where  the  practice  at 
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York  by  the  Defendant  could  not  injure  bim,  still  tbe 
restriction  continues. 

We  therefore  tbink  that  the  contract  is  one  which 
contains  a  restraint  of  the  Defendant  to  carry  on  his 
trade)  far  larger  than  is  necessary  for  the  protection  of 
the  Plaintiff  in  the  enjoyment  of  his  trade ;  and,  conse- 
quently, that  the  covenant  creating  such  restraint  cannot 
form  the  subject  of  an  action. 

The  opinion  we  have  formed  on  this  point  makes  it 
unnecessary  that  we  should  discuss  the  other  ground  of 
objection.  Indeed,  that  objection  would  only  go  to  an 
assessment  of  damages  by  a  suggestion  of  breaches  on 
the  present  record. 

Upon  the  whole,  we  think  the  judgment  upon  this 
record  should  be  arrested. 

Rule  absolute. 


14iBr 


18S1; 


Burton  v.  Barclay  and  P£rkins. 


June  J3. 


pOVENANT.     The  declaration  stated  that  David  X.  being  teised 
Bates^  being  possessed  of  a  messuage  or  tenement  *'^'*^>  "«*"««* 
for  a  term,  whereof  20  years  and  23S  days  were  unex-  twenty-one 
pired,  by  indenture  of  3d  oi  November  18 1*,  demised  years  from 
the  premises    to    James   Meek    for    twenty-one   years  jg^^niited  to 

M.  for  twenty- 
one  yean  from  June  18 14  M'anting  twenty-one  days  ;  and  then  by  deed  poll  granted 
to  £.  the  indentore  of  lease  to  Af.,  the  premises  thereby  granted,  and  the  rent  re« 
served,  to  hold  to  £.,  his  executors,  &c.  for  the  term  mentioned  in  the  demise  to  JIf.  / 
L.  by  lease  and  release  conveyed  the  premises<  the  reversion  and  reversions,  rents, 
issues,  and  profits,  and  all  his  interest*  in  fee  to  Plaintiff  by  way  of  mortgage ;  JIf. 
assigned  his  term  to  Defendants  by  way  of  mortgage,  but  Defendants  never  entered : 
Held»  X.  That  Plaintiff  might  sue  Defendants  on  the  covenants  in  JIf.'s  lease ; 
a.  That  the  deed  poll  from  B,  to  £.  did  not  merge  the  chattel  interest  in  the  fee, 
or  suspend  the  right  to  sue  on  the  lease  to  Af. ;  3.  That  the  conveyance  in  fee  from 
.  £.  to  Plaintiff*  passed  the  chattel  interest  created  by  B»  as  well  as  the  fee,  and  that  it 
was  well  described  in  the  declaration  as  an  assignment  of  the  chattel  interest, 

wanting 
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1 6S 1  •  wanting  twenty-one  days,  to  be  computed  from  June  24th 
1814,  at  a  rent  of  50/.  a  year  payable  quarterly:  that 
Meek  covenanted  to  pay  rent,  and  to  repair ;  and  entered. 
That  Baie$^  on  the  12th  ot  February  1816,  by  deed  poll 
indorsed  on  the  counterpart  of  the  lease  to  Meekj 
granted  the  premises  to  John  Langdofi  and  his  exe> 
cutors,  &c.  to  have  and  hold  for  all  the  time  in  the 
counterpart  of  lease  mentioned. 

That  by  indenture  of  1 5th  of  Jtdif  1 822,  Langion 
granted,  sold,  assigned,  and  set  over  the  prcunises  to  the 
Plaintiff  for  one  year ;  and  by  indenture  of  16th  Jdy 
1822,  Lar^don  granted,  sold,  assigned,  and  set  over  to 
the  Plaintiff  all  his  interest,  to  have  and  to  hold  for  all 
the  time  or  term  of  years  in  the  said  counterpart  of 
lease  mentioned,  subject  to  a  proviso,  for  redemption 
upon  payment  of  700/.  with  lawful  interest,  np(m  the 
15th  oijuly  then  next  ensuing. 

That  on  the  19th  of  October  1816,  all  the  estate  and 
interest  of  Meek  came  to  and  vested  in  the  Defendants 
by  assignment  thereof;  that,  on  the  29th  of  September 
1828,  500/.  was  due  for  ten  years'  rent,  reserved  on 
the  lease  from  Bates  to  Meek ;  and  that  the  I>efendants 
did  not  repair  the  premises  after  the  assignment  and 
during  the  continuance  of  the  demise. 

The  Defendants  pleaded,  first,  non  est  factum;  ninthly, 
that  all  MeeVs  interest  did  not  by  assignment  legally 
vest  in  the  Defendants ;  tenthly,  that  the  rent  was  paid; 
and,  eleventhly,  that  the  premises  were  not  oat  of  re- 
pair.    Upon  which  pleas  issue  was  joined* 

The  second  and  following  pleas,  to  the  dgbth  in- 
clusive, upon  which  various  issues  of  fact  were  taken, 
stated  matters  in  bar  of  the  action,  which  in  substaooe 
amounted  to  this:  that  John  Langdon^  being  sdsed  in 
his  demesne  as  of  fee  in  the  premises  in  question,  by 
indenture  of  the  5th  of  Jtdy  1814,  demised  them  ix 
twenty-one  years  from  June  24th|  1814,  to  Bates^  who 

entered 
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entered  and  was  possessed ;  that  Bates^  being  so  pos- 
sessed of  the  premises,  by  indenture  of  the  Sd  of 
November  1814  (set  out  on  oyer),  demised  them  to 
Meek  for  the  residue  of  his  term  therein,  excepting  the 
last  twenty-one  days.  That  at  the  time  of  the  execution 
of  the  deed  poll  of  the  12th  of  February  1816  (also  set 
out  on  oyer),  Langdan  still  continued  seised  in  fee  of  the 
reversion,  expectant  on  the  determination  of  Bates^s 
lease ;  and  that  Bates  did,  by  the  deed  poll  last  referred 
to,  surrender  up  to  Langdon^  who  accepted  the  same, 
the  next  immediate  reversion,  expectant  on  the  deter- 
mination of  Meek^s  under-lease  (to  which  the  covenants 
in  his  lease  were  incident) ;  whereby,  as  it  was  alleged 
upon  the  pleadings,  the  said  immediate  reversion  became 
merged  in  LangdorCs  fee. 

In  the  fourth  plea,  the  deed  poll  was  stated  according 
to  its  terms,  and  not  according  to  the  legal  effect  which 
the  Defendants  contended  it  bore ;  and  it  was  alleged 
in  that  plea,  as  a  l^al  inference,  that  all  rights  of  action 
upon  the  covenants  in  the  lease  of  Sd  of  November  1814 
became  thereby  suspended.  By  that  deed  Bales  granted, 
sold,  assigned,  transferred,  and  set  over  to  Langdouy  his 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  the  indenture  of 
the  3d  of  November  1814,  and  the  premises  thereby 
granted,  and  all  his  estate,  right,  title,  interest,  time, 
and  term  of  years  then  to  come  and  unexpired,  posses- 
sion, property,  benefit,  claim,  and  demand  whatsoever 
o^  in,  and  to  the  same  premises,  or  any  part  thereof^ 
and  the  rent  reserved  by  virtue  of  the  said  indenture^ 
or  otherwise  howsoever,  to  have  and  to  hold  the  said 
messuage  or  tenement  and  premises  unto  the  said  John 
LangdoHf  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  from 
thenceforth  for  all  such  time  and  term  therein  as  in  the 
said  indenture  of  the  Sd  of  November  1814  is  mentioned. 
To  that  plea  there  was  a  demurrer,  and  a  joinder  in  such 
demurrer. 

The 
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.  The  demurrer  was  first  argued  by  Scriven  Serjt  fisr 
the  Plaintiff,  and  Taddy  SeijL  for  the  Defendants,  in 
Easter  term  1 829,  when  the  Court  took  time  to  ann 
sider^  and  ultimately  ordered  a  further  ailment. 

In  Easter  vacation  1829,  the  cause  went  to  trial  on  the 
ten  issues  of  fact,  when  a  special  verdict  found,  and  set  out 
in  hac  verba^  the  deeds  of  the  15th  and  16tb  of  Jt«^  1828, 
under  which  the  Plaintiff  derived  title  in  the  declantioD, 
and  which  appeared  to  have  been  a  mortgage  in  fee  by 
bargain  and  sale  for  a  year,  and  release  from  LutgdoH 
to  the  Plaintiff;  by  the  release,  Langdan  granted,  bar^ 
gained,  sold,  aliened,  released,  and  confirmed  to  Bwrlon 
the  premises  in  the  occupation  of  Meek,  together  with 
all  easements,  profits,  commodities,  emoluments,  advan- 
tages, and  appurtenances  whatsoever  to  the  same  bdonj^ 
ing,  and  the  reversion  and  reversions,  remainder  and 
remainders,  yearly  and  other  rents,  issues,  and  profits 
of  the  same,  and  of  every  part  and  parcel  thereof  and 
all  the  estate,  right,  title,  interest,  use,  trust,  possession, 
property,  claim,  and  demand  at  law  and  in  equiQr  of 
him,  Langdoriy  in  the  same,  to  have  and  to  bold  to 
Burton^  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever.  There  was  t 
proviso  for  reconveyance  to  Langdon  if  be  should  pty 
Burton  700^,  and  interest,  on  the  15th  of  July  1825. 
The  assignment  of  the  i9th  of  October  1816  from 
Meek  to  the  Defendants  was  then  set  out^  whereby, 
after  reciting  the  lease  from  Bates  to  himself,  he  as- 
signed to  the  Defendants  all  his  estate  and  interest  in 
the  premises,  subject  to  the  rent  and  covenants,  upon 
trust  that  they  should  permit  Meek  to  occupy  and  enjoj 
the  premises  until  demand  should  be  made  of  payment 
of  the  sum  of  420^  and  interest,  upon  payment  of  which 
sum  the  assignment  should  be  void ;  and  upon  further 
trust,  that  if  default  should  be  made,  the  Defendanti 
itiight  enter,  and  sell  and  dispose  of  the  term,  and  pay 

tbenH 
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themselves  the  said  sum  of  420/.)  and  all  arrears  of  ^in- 
terest The  special  verdict  further  found,  that  no  de- 
mand had  been  ever  made  for  payment  of  th^  sum  of 
420/.  and  interest ;  that  Meek  had  continued  in  possess- 
sion  from  the  time  of  executing  the  assignment ;  that 
the  Defendants  had  never  entered,  nor  ever  become 
actually  possessed  of  the  premises,  or  in  any  manner 
acted  upon  the  said  indenture  of  the  19th  of  October 
1816,  otherwise  than  by  receiving  that  indenture,  and 
the  indenture  of  demise  to  Meekj  into  their  possession, 
and  retaining  them  ever  since. 

.  On  the  tenth  and  eleventh  pleas,  damages  were 
assessed  for  the  Plaintiff  at  SI 2/.  105.  and  ISO/. 

.In  Trinity  term  1829,  Taddy^  pursuant  to  leave  re- 
served at  the  trial,  moved  to  enter  a  nonsuit  on  the 
ground  of  a  variance ;  the  declaration  describing  the 
conveyance  from  Langdon  to  the  Plaintiff  as  an  assign- 
ment of  a  chattel  interest,  whereas  it  appeared  to  be  a 
conveyance  of  the  fee  by  lease  and  release,  in  which. no 
chattel  interest  was  specifically  mentioned. 

When  cause  was  to  be  shewn  against  this  rule,  the 
Court  said  the  point  might  be  discussed  in  the  argu- 
ment on  the  special  verdict,  and  that  the  further  argu-> 
nient  on  the  demurrer  might  be  postponed  till  after  the 
argument  on  that  verdict. 

The  special  verdict  was  argued  in  Michaelmas  term 
last  by  Wilde  Serjt.  for  the  Plaintiff,  and  Taddy  for  the 
Defendants;  but  the  points  debated  are  so  fully  dis- 
cussed in  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  that  it  would  be 
improper  to  present  more  than  an  oudine  of  them  here. 

On  the  part  of  the  Defendants  it  was  contended,  that 
the  deed  poll  of  February  1816  passed  from  Bates  to 
Langdon  the  whole  of  Bates's  interest,  leaving  no  rever- 
sion on  Meek's  term,  the  liabendum  not  having  the  effect 
of  restraining  the  generality  of  the  grant ;  or,  if  the  deed 
granted  less  than  the  whole,  it  granted  a  concurrent  lease 
commensurate  with  MeeK%  term,  leaving  the  twenty-one 
.  Vol,  VIL  5  D  days' 
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days'  reversion  on  that  term  still  in  Baifs^  so  that 
Langdon  took  no  reversion  by  which  he  could  distrain 
on  Meek:  distress  being  inseparable  from  reversion, and 
there  b^ing  no  reversion  where  there  was  no  distress, 

{Bro.  Abr.  Debt.  pi.  89., v.  Cooper  (a),  ParmenUr 

V.  Webber  (6),  Preece  v.  Corrie  (c),  the  deed  poll  from 
Bates  to  Langdon  suspended  all  rights  of  action  incident 
to  the  reversion  on  Meek^s  term.  Bro.  Abr.  JSxtinguisk' 
mefUy  pi.  48. 

Secondly,  That  the  interest  which  passed  from  Bate9 
to  Langdon  was  at  all  events  a  chattel  interest ;  and  the 
conveyance  from  Langdmi  to  the  Plaintiff,  being  a  con- 
veyance of  an  interest  in  fee  simple,  did  not  operate  to 
pass  such  chattel  interest,  and  was  misdescribed  in  the 
declaration  as  an  assignment  of  a  chattel  interest. 

Thirdly,  That  the  Defendants,  having  never  entered 
into  possession,  were  not  liable  to  the  covenants  m 
MeeVs  lease.  That  Williams  v.  Boscmquef  {d)f  and  the 
cases  referred  to  there  in  support  of  the  liability  of  tlie 
assignee,  were  distinguishable  in  this  respect, — that  in 
those  cases  the  assignee  took  under  a  mortgage  deed, 
and  the  mortgage  had  become  absolute  upon  non- 
payment of  the  money  at  the  time  stipulated ;  here  the 
Defendants  took  under  a  mortgage  from  Meekf  the 
mortgage  was  not  to  be  absolute  till  nonpayment  upon 
demand,  and  no  demand  had  ever  been  made. 


"» 


For  the  Plaintiff  it  was  argued,  that  the  effect  of  the 
habendum  in  the  deed  poll  was  to  explain  and  limit  the 
generality  of  the  grant,  not  to  defeat  or  contradict  it ; 
Co.  Lit.  21.  Earl  of  Derby  v.  Taylor  {e)j  Goodiitley. 
Gibbs{g)j  Hob.  170.,  8  Bej).  154  6.,  Shep.  Touchst.  109., 
Prest.  on  Conv.  440.  That  Bates*s  interest  passed  mums 
the  twenty-one  days'  reversion,  after  the  expiration  of 


{b)  2B.M.656. 
(0  5  ^inS^^  a4» 


(c)  I  Eastf  50U 
(S)  5&&C; 709. 
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MeeVs  lease :  that  though  the  twenty-one  days'  rever- 
sion expectant  on  MeeKs  lease  did  not  pass  by  the 
deed  poll,  a  reversionary  interest  passed  commensurate 
with  MeeVs  lease:  that,  according  to  the  definition 
given  in  Plxmden^  160  a.,  the  word  reversion  has  two 
intendments:  one,  the  estate  left  in  the  lessor  during 
the  continuance  of  the  particular  estate  demised ;  the 
other,  the  returning  of  the  land  after  the  expiration 
of  the  term ;  Matures  v.  Westwood.  {a)  That  a  lessor, 
therefore,  had  a  reversionary  interest  during  the  term  ; 
and  that  Bates  had  granted  the  whole  of  his,  minus 
the  twenty-one  days :  that  a  lessor  might  grant  part  of 
his  reversion:  Bac.  Abr.  Leases^  (N)  186.,  Moore^  93^ 
Shep.  Touchst.  245.,  Hughes  v.  Robotham  {b),  and  the  au- 
thorities collected  in  3  Prest.  Conv.  182.210.,  Walk. 
PrincConv.  188.  191.  193.  {Coote's  edit),  Piatt  on  Co- 
venantSj  5S6. 

That,  therefore,  the  argument  drawn  from  tlie  supposed 
inability  to  distrain  did  not  apply ;  and  that  the  autho- 
rities on  that  head  had  originated  in  an  incorrect  cita- 
tion from  a  passage  in  the  Year  Book  45  Edw.  S.  fol.  8. 
pi.  10.,  which  is  followed  by  a  sedquan-e^  but  is  copied  into 
Brokers  Abridgment  without  the  qiuere*     Bra.  Abr.  Debt^ 

pi.  .^4.  JSar/i/fgwisAiwew^,  pi.  48.;  and v.  Cooper^ 

and  Preece  v.  Corrie^  refer  to  Broke  only.  That,  con- 
sequently, there  was  no  suspension  of  the  right  to  sue  on 
the  covenants  in  Meek*s  lease ;  and  the  twenty-one  days 
outstanding  in  Bates  prevented  the  deed  poll  from  opera- 
ting as  a  merger  or  extinguishment  of  the  term,  which, 
however,  can  only  take  place  where  the  possession  passes 
to  the  immediate  lessor;  Bacon  v.  Wallack{c)j  Hodgkinv. 
Thomborow{d)jCo.  Lit.  337.  b.^  Gilb.  Rents,  183.  That 
the  deed  poll  could  not  operate  as  a  surrender  without 
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(b)  Cro.  Eliz.  301. 
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(c)  I  Roll.  Rep.  388. 
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violatiog  the  intentioii  of  the  parties,  which  was,  that 
Lafigdon  should  have  the  rent  reserved  froin  Meek;  and 
that  the  deed  must  be  so  construed  as  to  occomplish,  not 
frpstrate  their  intention.  Vin.  Abr.  Surrender^  pi.  IS^ 
Bro.  Abr.  Lease^  pL  65.,  Extinguishment^  64>.;  Bmlyni% 
case  (a),  Gilb.RentSj  179.,  S  Prest.  Conv.  118.  109« 

Secondly,  The  conveyance  by  lease  and  release  was 
adequate  to  pass  the  chattel  interest  as  well  as  the  fee. 
It  was  clearly  the  intention  of  the  parties  that  the  Plain- 
tiff should  have  the  benefit  of  the  covenants  contained  in 
Meek^s  lease*  The  language  of  the  deed  is  suflSciently 
large  to  pass  both  interests ;  and  it  must  be  allowed  to 
have  that  operation,  if  conducive  to  the  intent  of  the 
parties.  2  Wms.  Sound.  97  &.,  and  the  authorities  there 
cited ;  1  Vin.Abr.Deeds^  (F)  pi.  2.;  Shep.  Touchst.  87. 85. 
91.;  2  Sand.  UseSy  79.;  4  Cruise^  26S.;  Perk,  sect  161.; 
SEasit  104.;  Co.  Lit.  49.;  Goodtitle  v.  Baily.  (b)  If 
the  effect  of  the  deed  was  to  pass  the  chattel  interest, 
it  was  properly  described  as  an  assignment  in  the  de* 
claration.  Moore  v.  7%^  Earl  of  Plymouth  (c),  Gulfy  v. 
Bishop  of  Exeter,  {d) 

■  Thirdly,  Williams  v.  Bosanquet  is  conclusive  as  to  the 
Defendants'  liability :  they  have  accepted  the  assignment 
of  the  term ;  and  that  case  was  decided,  not  on  the 
ground  that  the  mortgage  had  become  absolute,  but  on 
the  acceptance  of  the  assignment. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU* 


The  cause  stood  over  till  this  term,  when  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  was  delivered  by 

TiNDAL  C.J.  This  is  an  action  of  covenant,  in 
which  the  Plaintiff  declares  for  breaches  of  the  cove- 
nants for  payment  of  rent  and  keeping  tbe  premises  in 


(m)  4Rtp»St' 
(^)  Covff.  597. 


(c)3B.^A.6S.yo. 
(d)4£iMsif.t^o. 
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repair,  contained  in  an  indenture  of  lease  b<»riDg  datci 
the  Sd  of  November  1814,  whereby  one  David  BaiA 
demised  to  one  James  Meek  certain  premises  therein 
described,  to  hold  from  the  24th  of  June  then  last  past, 
for  the  term  of  twenty-one  years  wanting  twenty*one 
days. 

The  PlaintiiF,  in  his  declaration,  makes  title  to  him- 
self as  assignee  of  the  reversion,  first  by  averring  that 
Bates^  on  the  12th  of  'February  1816,  by  a  certain  deed 
poll  indorsed  on  the  counterpart  of  the  indenture  of 
demise  to  Meek^  assigned  to  onef  John  Langdon^  bis 
executors,  &c.,  ail  his  estate  and  interest,  to  hold  to 
Langdon  from  thenceforth,  for  all  such  time  or  term 
therein  as  in  the  said  counterpart  of  the  said  indenture 
is  mentioned;  and  the  declaration  then  alleges  that 
John  Langdofi^  on  the  15th  oijuhf  1822,  by  indenture^ 
assigned  all  his  estate,  right,  title,  and  interest  of  and 
in  the  demised  premises  to  the  Plaintiff,  to  hold. for  the 
term  of  one  whole  year;  and  again,  by  indenture  16th 
of  July  1822,  assigned  to  the  Plaintiff  all  his  estate^ 
right,  title,  &c.,  to  hold  to  him,  his  executors,  8cc.,  for 
all  such  time  or  term  of  years  as  in  the  counterpart  of 
the  indenture  of  demise  to  Meek  is  mentioned,  subject 
to  a  proviiM)  for  making  void  the  same,  on  payment  by 
Langdon  to  the  Plaintiff  of  TOO/*  and  interest.  And 
the  declaration  then  alleges,  in  the  usual  manner,  that 
all  MeeVs  estate  and  interest  came  to  and  vested  in  the 
Defendants  by  assignment. 

The  pleas  from  the  second  to  the  eighth,  both  inclu- 
sive, state  matters  in  bar,  as  it  is^  contended,  of  the 
Plaintiff's  right  to  maintain  the  action.  The  ninth 
plea  denies  the  liability  of  the  Defendants,  by  traversing 
that  the  estate  and  interest  of  Meek  in  the  premisei 
came  to  them  by  assignment.  And  the  two  remaining 
pleas  merely  deny  the  breaches  of  covenant  aHeged  in 
the  declaration. 

3  D  S  Now, 
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18S1;  '  Now,  the  facts  stated  upon  the  pleadings,  in  bar  of 
the  Plaintiff's  right  of  action,  are  in  substance  these : 
That  John  Langdan^  being  seised  in  his  demesne  as  of 
fee  in  the  premises  in  question,  by  indenture  of  the  5th 
of  July  ]814>,  demised  them  for  twenty^-one  years  to 
BateSf  who  entered  and  was  possessed;  that  BaUSj 
being  so  possessed  of  the  premises,  by  indenture  of  the 
Sd  of  November  1815  (set  out  on  oyer),  demised  them 
to  Meek  for  the  residue  of  his  term  therein,  excepting 
the  last  twenty-one  days ;  that,  at  the  time  of  the  exe- 
cution of  the  deed  poll  of  the  12th  of  February  1816 
(also  set  out  on  oyer),  Lar^don  still  continued  seized  in 
fee  of  the  reversion  expectant  on  the  determination  of 
Bates^s  lease ;  and  that  Bates  did,  by  the  deed  poll  last 
referred  to,  surrender  up  to  Langdon^  who  accepted  the 
same,  the  next  immediate  reversion  expectant  on  the 
determination  of  Meei^s  under-lease  (to  which  the  co- 
venants in  his  lease  were  incident);  whereby,  as  it  is 
alleged  upon  the  pleadings,  the  said  immediate  reversion 
became  merged  in  Langdon^s  fee. 

In  the  fourth  plea,  the  deed  poll  is  stated  according 
to  its  terms,  and  not  according  to  the  legal  effect  which 
the  Defendants  contend  it  bears ;  and  it  is  alleged  in 
that  plea,  as  a  legal  inference,  that  all  rights  of  action 
upon  the  covenants  in  the  lease  of  Sd  of  November  1814 
became  thereby  suspended. 

To  this  plea  there  is  a  demurrer,  and  a  joinder  in 
such  demurrer. 

It  is  obvious,  however,  there  can  be  no  real  or  sub- 
stantial distinction  between  the  question  raised  on  such 
demurrer,  and  the  question  upon  the  special  verdict,  bO 
far  as  concerns  the  legal  effect  and  operation  of  the 
deed  poll  of  the  12th  of  February  1816. 

The  special  verdict  further  finds  and  sets  out  in  kae 
verba^  the  deeds  of  the  15  th  and  16th  of  July  1822,  under 
which  the  Plaintiff  derives  title  in  the  declaration,  and 
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which  appear  to  have  been  a  mortgage  in  fee  by 
bargain  and  sale  for  a  year,  and  release  from  Langdon 
to  the  Plaintiff;  and  also  a  certain  assignment  of  the 
19th  of  October  1816>  from  Meek  to  the  Defendants, 
whereby,  after  reciting  the  lease  from  Bates  to  himself, 
he  assigns  to  the  Defendants  all  his  estate  and  interest 
in  the  premises,  subject  to  the  rent  and  covenants,  upon 
trust,  that  they  should  permit  Meek  to  occupy  and  enjoy 
the  premises  until  demand  should  be  made  of  pajrment 
of  the  sum  of  420/.  and  interest,  upon  payment  of  which 
sum  the  assignment  should  be  void ;  and  upon  further 
trust,  that  if  default  should  be  made,  the  Defendants 
might  enter,  and  sell  and  dispose  of  the  term,  and  pay 
themselves  the  said  sum  of  420/.  and  all  arrears  of 
interest  The  special  verdict  further  finds,  that  no 
demand  had  been  ever  made  for  payment  of  the  sum  of 
420/.  and  interest ;  that  Meek  has  continued  in  posses- 
sion from  the  time  of  executing  the  assignment ;  and 
that  the  Defendants  have  never  entered,  nor  ever  be- 
came actually  possessed  of  the  premises,  or  in  any  man- 
ner acted  upon  the  said  indenture  of  the  19th  of  October 
1816,  otherwise  than  by  receiving  that  indenture,  and 
the  indenture  of  demise  to  Meek^  into  their  possession, 
and  retaining  them  ever  since. 

Upon  the  whole  of  this  record  three  objections  have 
been  taken  by  the  Defendants  against  the  Plaintiff's 
right  to  maintain  this  action. 

First,  it  is  contended  that  the  legal  operation  of  the 
deed  poll  of  the  12th  of  February  1816,  was  that  of  sur- 
rendering the  immediate  reversion  expectant  on  the 
determination  otMeei^s  under-lease  to  Langdon,  the  next 
reversioner  in  fee,  and  thereby  merging  the  smaller  in 
the  larger  estate. 

Secondly,  that,  at  all  events,  KBates^s  chattel  interest 
was  not  merged  in  the  inheritance,  it  could  not  pass  to 
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Burtotii  the  Plaintiif,  by  the  deeds  of  lease  and  release 
of  the  15th  and  16th  o{  July  1822,  such  deeds  having 
their  ^proper  operation  of  conveying  the  fee. 

Thirdly,  that  the  Defendants  are  not  such  assignees 
of  MeeVs  interest  as  to  become  liable  to  an  action  upon 
tlie  covenants  in  his  lease. 

The  first  question  is  this ;  What  is  the  legal  effect  and 
operation  of  the  deed  poll  ?  Looking  at  the  relation 
of  the  parties,  Bates  the  lessee,  and  Laugdon  the  lessor, 
no  doubt  can  be  raised  but  that  it  was  the  object,  and 
the  sole  object  and  intention  of  the  grant,  to  assign  to 
Langdon  the  improved  rent  arising  from  Meel^s  under- 
lease. The  improved  rent  was  incident  to  the  reversion 
of  twenty-one  days,. which  Bates  had  reserved  to  himself 
out  of  his  entire  term.  And  if  that  reversion  passed  by 
the  grant  to  Langdon^  it  would  necessarily  defeat  the 
very  object  of  the  parties,  by  merging  it  in  the  fee,  and 
thereby  depriving  the  grantee  of  any  action  upon  the 
covenants.  The  parties,  therefore,  never  could  have 
intended  to  destroy  this  immediate  reversion ;  and  the 
question  is^  whether  the  deed  poll  is  so  worded,  as  to 
make  it  necessary  for  the  Court  to  construe  it  as  a  sur- 
render, and  thereby  defeat  the  sole  intention  of  the 
parties.  And  we  think  this  deed  did  not  operate  as  a 
surrender  of  Bales*s  reversion  of  twenty-one  days  to 
LangdoHy  the  owner  of  the  fee. 

The  deed  poll  is  indorsed  on  the  countei*part  of  the 
under-lease.  It  is  in  terms  a  grant  of  **  the  within  writ- 
ten indenture,  and  the  messuage  or  tenement,  with  the 
appurtenances,  thereby  granted,  and  all  the  estate,  right, 
title^  interest,  &c.  of  BateSy  to  hold  to  the  said  John 
LangdoHf  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  from 
thenceforth,  Jbr  all  such  time  or  term  therein  as  within 
mentioned/*  that  is,  for  the  residue  of  the  term  of 
twenty-one  years,  minus  twenty -one  days,  created  by  the 
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under-lease.  There  is  nothing  so  necessarily  repugnant 
in  ihe  habendum  to  the  premises  contained  in  this  grant 
as  to  make  the  habendum  void ;  but,  taking  the  premises 
to  contain  the  grant  of  the  estate  or  interest  which  Bates 
then  had,  the  habendum  restrains  the  time  or  term  for 
which  such  grant  was  to  operate  to  the  continuance  of 
the  lease  to  Meek.  The  habendum  in  this  case  restrains 
the  generality  of  the  premises,  which  is  its  proper  office, 
according  to  Hob.  Rep.  1 70, 1 7 1 .  Upon  this  construction 
of  the  deed  poll,  the  intermediate  period  of  twenty-one 
days  reserved  by  Bates  to  himself  remains  untouched, 
and  still  subsisting  in  Bates.  The  grant  of  Bates^s  in- 
terest to  Langdon  is  a  grant  for  a  limited  time  only, 
viz.  for  a  term  co-extensive  with  Meei's  under-lease.  At 
the  moment  of  the  determination  of  that  under-lease, 
all  the  interest  which  Langdon  takes  under  the  deed 
poll  ceases,  and  Bates  becomes  again  entitled  to  enjoy 
the  estate  for  the  twenty-one  days,  the  residue  of  the 
term  originally  granted  to  him. 

If  this  be  the  proper  construction  of  the  deed  poll,  it 
is  a  necessary  consequence  that  it  cannot  operate  as  a 
surrender  of  Baies^s  reversion  to  Langdon ;  and,  there- 
fore, again,  there  is  no  merger  of  the  term  of  Bates  in 
the  fee  of  Langdon.  ^'  A  surrender  is  a  yielding  up  of 
a  particular  estate  for  life  or  for  years  to  him  that  hath 
the  immediate  estate  in  reversion  or  remainder,  wherein 
the  estate  for  life  or  years  may  drown."  Co.  Lit.  3S7  b. 
And,  again,  it  is  laid  down  in  2  lloU.  Abr.  497*  (L)  30<, 
^'  If  a  lessee  grants  part  of  his  estate  to  his  lessor^ 
whereby  a  reversion  continues  in  himself,  this  is  no  sur* 
render;  as  if  a  lessee  for  twenty  years  grants  all  his 
estate  to  the  lessor,  except  one  year,  month,  or  day,  at 
the  end  of  the  term,  this  is  not  any  surrender,  because 
the  lessee  hath  a  reversion." 

We  therefore  think,  without  referring  to  other  au- 
thorities, that  this  intermediate  estate  in  Bates^  carved 
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out  of  the  term  granted  to  him  by  Langdon^  notwith- 
standing the  deed-poll  oF  1816)  still  exists  as  a  barrier 
between  Meek*s  term  and  the  inheritance. 

But  it  is  objected,  on  the  part  of  the  Defendants,  that 
as  the  rent  and  covenants  in  Meek*s  under-lease  are  ioct- 
dent  to  Bates^s  immediate  reversion,  if  such  reversion 
does  not  pass  to  iMngdon  by  the  deed  poll,  the  right  to 
sue  upon  the  covenants  in  the  under-lease  can  never  be 
shewn  to  vest  in  the  Plaintiff. 

But  to  this  we  answer,  that  it  is  not  necessary  that 
Ijangdon  should  be  the  grantee  of  the  whole  of  Bate/% 
reversion,  in  order  to  enable  him  to  sue  upon  those 
covenants  incident  to  such  reversion  ;  but  that,  if  Bate$ 
grants  such  reversion  to  Langdon  for  a  limited  term 
only,  it  will  enable  Langdon  so  fiir  to  sustain  the  cha- 
racter of  reversioner,  as  that  he  might  either  take  a  sur- 
render from  Meeky  the  under-lessee,  or  may  maintain  an 
action  on  the  covenants  incident  to  the'  reversion.  For 
it  is  laid  down  by  Popham  C.  J.  and  Penner  J.,  in  the  case 
of  Hughes  v.  Robotham  (a),  and  Cro.  Eliz.  302.,  "  That  if 
lessee  for  twenty  years  make  a  lease  for  ten  years,  and 
then  grants  over  the  reversion  for  ten  years  only,  viz. 
no  longer  than  the  lease  for  ten  years,  was  to  continue^ 
and  such  lessee  for  ten  years  had  attorned,  then  the 
grantee  of  the  reversion  should  have  the  reni  and 
services^  and  the  grantor  the  residue  of  the  twenty  years; 
and  that  the  lessee  for  ten  years  might  surrender  to  the 
grantee  of  the  reversion  for  ten  j^ears,  and  be  would 
thereby  have  possession  so  many  years  as  were  to  come 
of  his  reversic  n  ;  and  if  he  had  a  lesser  term  in  the 
reversion  than  the  lessee  himself  had  in  the  possession, 
it  should  go  to  the  benefit  of  the  first  termor  for  twenty 
yMirs,  who  was  his  grantor;  for  the  term  in  possession  is 
quite  gone  and  drowned  in  the  reversion,  to  the  benefit 
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of  those  who   have   the   reversion   thereupon,   having 
regard  to  their  estate  in  the  reversion,  and  not  other- 


wise. 


» 


Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  it  appears  to  us,  that  the 
legal  operation  of  the  deed  poll  is  that  of  a  grant  or 
demise  by  Bates  to  Langdon  of  his  reversion  expectant 
on  MeeVs  under-lease,  for  a  term  exactly  co-extensive 
with  such  under-lease ;  and  that  such  grant  or  demise 
has  the  effect,  on  the  one  hand,  by  preserving  the  inter- 
mediate estate  for  twenty-one  days  in  Bales,  so  as  to 
prevent  a  surrender  or  merger;  and,  on  the  other  hand, 
to  give  to  Langdon,  whilst  such  grant  continues,  the 
right  to  sue  on  all  the  covenants,  the  same  being  inci- 
dent to  the  immediate  reversion. 

But  k  has  been  contended,  under  this  head,  that  the 
right  to  sue  for*the  rent  is  suspended.  It  is  obvious, 
however,  from  what  has  been  already  stated,  there  can 
be  no  suspension  of  Meeks  rent,  if  the  reversion  ex- 
pectant upon  the  determination  of  the  under-lease  sub- 
sists in  the  grantee  of  Bates,  distinct  from  the  ultimate 
reversion  in  fee. 

Suspension,  which  is  a  partial  extinguishment,  takes 
place  only  where  the  rent,  or  other  profit  a  prendre  issu- 
ing out  of  the  land,  comes  to  him  who  has  possession  of 
the  same  land  for  a  time  only. 

The  rent  sought  to  be  recovered  in  this  action  is  that 
which  is  reserved  under  MeeK^  under-lease :  and  if  either 
Boies  or  Langdon  had  purchased  the  term  granted  by 
Meek*s  under-lease,  the  rent  in  that  case  would  have 
been  suspended  during  the  continuance  of  such  under- 
lease ;  for  in  that  case  there  would  have  been  an  union 
of  the  rent,  and  of  the  land  itself,  in  the  same  person. 
So,  if  this  action  had  been  brought  for  the  rent  reserved 
under  J3a/e5's  lease,  there  might  have  been  a  question, 
whether  his  rent  was  not  suspended  until  the  term 
granted  by  him  to  Langdon  had  ceased ;  that  is,  until 
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the  arrival  of  tlie  last  twenty-one  days  of  hb  original 
term.     But  no  such  question  can  arise  here. 

We  come  therefore  to  the  second  objection  raised  by 
the  Defendants,  viz.  the  operation  of  the  deeds  of  lease 
and  release  of  the  15th  and  16th  of  Jufy  1822.  The 
second  objection  is  this, — that  the  chattel  interest  so 
granted  by  Bates  to  Langdon  did  not  pass  from  iMngdon 
to  the  Plaintiff  by  the  lease  and  release  of  the  15th  and 
16tl)  of  J%  1822. 

The  question  is,  whether  this  conveyance,  which  un- 
doubtedly carried  the  fee  from  Langdon  to  the  Plaintifi^ 
and  wliich  was  intended  by  the  parties  so  to  do,  can 
by  law  have  the  additional  operation  of  conveying  a 
separate  chattel  interest  in  the  same  premises  to  the 
grantee. 

That  the  intention  of  the  patties,  independent  of  the 
deed  itself,  was  to  convey  to  the  Plaintiff  all  the  interest, 
of  whatever  kind,  which  Langdon  had  in  the  premises, 
cannot  be  doubted.  At  the  time  of  executing  the  deed 
of  release,  Meek  was  the  tenant  in  possession :  Langdon 
was  possessed  of  the  immediate  reversion  for  the  resi- 
due of  a  term  of  twenty-one  years  wanting  twenty-one 
days,  with  remainder  to  Baies  of  twenty-one  days,  and 
reversion  to  Langdon  in  fee.  Thus  circumstanced,  his 
object  was  to  give  a  good  and  valid  security  to  the 
Plaintiff  for  the  repayment  of  700/.  and  interest,  by  a 
mortgage  in  fee.  But  the  only  mode  of  making  this 
security  available  for  the  next  thirteen  years  was  by 
granting  his  chattel  interest  to  the  mortgagee;  for, 
without  it,  he  would  have  no  remedy  for  rent  or  repairs 
against  the  occupier  of  the  premises. 

That  the  deed  of  release,  by  proper  words  of  recital 
and  apt  terms  of  grant,  might  have  conveyed  this  chattd 
interest,  as  well  as  released  the  fee,  is  admitted  by  the 
Defendants.  The  only  question,  therefore,  is,  whether 
the  words  of  the  release  are  suflBciently  lai^  to  carry 
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into  effect  this,  the  object  and  intent  of  the  parties. 
Now,  after  granting  the  messuage,  which  is  described  as 
being  in  the  occupation  of  Meek^  the  deed  of  release 
contains  the  terras,  *^  the  reversion  and  reversions,  yearly 
and  other  rents,  issues,  and  profits,  and  all  the  estate, 
right,  title,  interest,  use,  trust,  possession,  property, 
claim,  and  demand  whatsoever^  of,  in,  and  to  the  pre- 
mises;" and  under  these  words,  we  think  the  chattel 
reversion  expectant  on  MeeV%  term  may  well  pass  to 
Burton^  and  vest  in  him,  whilst  the  fee  passes  to  him  and 
his  heirs. 

.  The  general  rule  is,  that  deeds  are  to  be  construed,  if^ 
possible,  so  as  to  effectuate  the  intent  of  the  parties ; 
(see  the  various  instances  in  Shepherd! s  Touchst.  87.,  and 
fVilles's  Rep.  327.;)  and  no  authority  has  been  brought 
before  us  to  shew,  where  a  double  purpose  is  intended, 
and  the  words  are  large  enough,  such  double  purpose 
may  not  be  carried  into  effect. 

And  if  the  chattel  interest  of  which  Langdon  was 
possessed,  passed  by  grant  or  assignment  to  the  Plaintiff 
by  the  deed  of  release,  as  we  think  it  did,  then  no  just 
exception  could  be  taken  to  the  mode  in  which  it  is  set 
out  in  the  declaration ;  for  the  statement  in  the  declar- 
ation of  the  lease  for  a  year  is  altogether  nugatory,  and 
may  be  rejected  as  surplusage,  and  the  conveyance  of 
the  chattel  interest  will  then  stand  upon  the  release 
alone,  operating  as  a  grant  of  this  interest  to  the  re- 
leasee. 

Thirdly,  The  only  remaining  ground  of  objection 
made  by  the  Defendants  is,  that  they  are  not  such 
assignees  of  Meek^s  lease  as  to  make  them  liable  to  the 
covenants  therein  contained.  But  upon  this  point  the 
case  of  Williams  v.  Bosanquet  (a)  seems  conclusive  against 
the  Defendants.      The  indenture  of  lease  granted  by 
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Bales  to  Meek^  having  been  received  by  the  DeFendants  bi 
pursuance  of  the  assignment  of  the  19th  of  October  1816, 
and  also  the  deed  of  assignment  itself  and  having  been 
retained  by  them  ever  since,  are  equivalent,  according  to 
that  case,  to  taking  possession.  And  if  they  have  been 
legally  possessed,  the  trusts  of  the  deed,  which  are 
created  for  their  own  benefit,  cannot  affect  their  legal 
liability  as  assignees. 

We  therefore  think  there  must  be  judgmoit  for  the 
Plaintiff,  as  well  upon  the  special  verdict  as  upon  the 
demurrer  to  the  fourth  plea. 

Judgment  for  Plaintiff. 


The  wife  of  a 
convict  sen- 
tenced to 
transportation, 
if  liable  to  be 
made  a  bank- 
rupt if  she  be- 
comes a  trader, 
although  her 
husband  re- 
mains in  this 
country* 


Ex  parte  Franks,  in  the  Matter  of  Kezfa 

Franks,  a  Bankrupt. 

T^Y  order  of  the  Vice-Chancellor,  tbe  following  case 
was  submitted  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court:  — 
Joseph  Franks^  the  husband  of  Kezia  Franks^  who  fer 
several  years  had  carried  on  the  trade  or  business  of  a 
china,  glass,  and  earthenware  dealer  at  Portsea^  in  the 
county  of  HatitSj  was,  in  1821,  convicted  of  feloniously 
having  in  his  possession  Bank  of  England  notes,  know- 
ing them  to  have  been  forged,  and  was  sentenced  to  be 
transported  to  parts  beyond  the  seas  for  fourteen  years. 
After  sentence,  Joseph  Franks  was  removed  to  one  of 
the  hulks  lying  in  the  harbour  of  Portsmouth  for  die 
reception  of  convicts,  where  he  has  remained  ever  stnce^ 
and  where  the  said  Kezia  Franks^  by  the  permission  of 
the  persons  in  charge  of  the  convicts  there,  has  been 
in  the  habit  of  visiting  him,  and  holding  occasional  com- 
munication with  him ;  and  since  his  conviction  has 
carried  on  the  said  trade  or  business  of  china,  glass, 

and 
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and  earthenware  dealer  at  Portsea^  aforesaid,  for  the        1831. 
benefit  and  support  of  herself  and  family.  '  ' 

On  the  25th  ofjuly  1827)  a  commission  of  bankrupt      Franks, 
was  awarded  and  issued  against  the  said  Kezia  Franks^   *»  ^^  Mitter 
by  the  name  and  description  of  Kezia  Franks^  late  of      faakxs. 
Wickham  Street^  Porisea^  in  the  county  of  HarUSj  glass 
and  china  dealer,  dealer  and  chapman,  now  a  prisoner 
confined  for  debt  in  the  King's  Bench  prison  in  the 
county  of  Surrey ;  and  the  said  Kezia  Franks  was  there- 
upon found  and  declared  a  bankrupt  by  the  commis- 
sioners acting  under  the  said  commission. 

The  said  Kezia  Franks^  in  conducting  such  business 
as  aforesaid  since  her  husband's  conviction,  though  she 
never  gave  out  or  pretended  that  she  was  an  unmarried 
woman,  was  in  the  habit  of  accepting  bills  of  exchange 
in  her  own  name,  and  giving  the  same  to  persons  who 
gave  her  credit ;  and  the  bills  of  parcels,  receipts,  and 
accounts  of  and  for  goods  sold  to  her  were  in  the  name 
of  Mrs.  Kezia  Franks ;  but  it  was  generally  known  to 
the  persons  with  whom  she  dealt,  that  she  was  married, 
and  was  continuing  to  carry  on  the  business  for  the 
benefit  of  herself  and  family. 

Henry  Jacobs  the  younger  was  the  petitioning  credi- 
tor under  the  commission,  and  his  debt  was  on  two  bills 
of  exchange  drawn  by  one  Lewis  Jacobs^  for  and  on 
the  behalf  of  one  Hemy  Jacobs^  upon  and  accepted  by 
the  said  Kezia  Franks  in  her  own  name,  and  which  said 
two  bills  of  exchange  were  afterwards,  and  before  they 
became  due,  indorsed  to  the  said  Heniy  Jacobs  the 
younger  for  a  valuable  consideration. 

At  the  time  of  taking  such  bills,  the  said  Henry 
Jacobs  the  younger  did  not  know  that  the  said  Joseph 
Franks^  the  husband  of  Kezia  Franks^  was  a  convict  on 
board  the  hulks,  or  alive;  but  he  had  notice  thereof 
previous  to  the  time  when  he  petitioned  for  such  com- 
mission. 

The 
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1831.  The  question  for  the  opiDion  oFthe  Court  was,  whe- 

^    '  ^  ^'      ther,  at  the  date  and  suing  forth  of  the  said  commission 

FiiANKSy       of  bankrupt  against  Kczia  Franks  on  the  25th  of  July 

in  the  Matter    1827f  she  was  a  trader,  and,  as  such  trader,  liable  to 

FaAiiKs.      become  bankrupt  within  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of 

the  act  of  parliament  passed  in  the  6th  year  of  the  reign 

of  the  late  King  George  IV.,  entituled  <^  An  act  to 

amend  the  laws  relating  to  bankrupts." 

Jones  Serjt.  for  the  PlaintiiT.  Kczia  Franh  was 
competent  to  trade,  in  a  condition  to  sue  or  be  sued, 
and  liable  to  be  made  bankrupt.  She  was  in  the  same 
condition  as  the  wife  of  one  civilly  dead.  The  abjura- 
tion, profession,  or  exile  of  the  husband,  has  always 
created  an  exception  to  the  general  rule  of  the  wife's 
disability.  In  Spetrrow  v.  Carndhers{a\  the  wife's 
disability  was  held  to  be  suspended  by  the  transport- 
ation of  the  husband  for  a  term  of  years*  So  in  Wal' 
ford  V.  Duchesse  de  Pienne  {b)y  where  the  husband, 
a  foreigner,  went  abroad,  without  returning  for  some 
years.  De  Gaillon  v.  UAigle  {c)  is  to  the  same  effect ; 
and  Btdler  J.  said,  ''  There  is  another  set  of  cases  of  a 
very  different  nature  from  those  which  have  been 
relied  on  by  the  Defendant,  but  which  are  more  ap- 
plicable to  this  case.  The  first  of  these  is  Lfady  Beli- 
nap's  case  (2  H.  4.  7.  a).  Now,  let  us  see  if  any  sound 
distinction  between  that  case  and  this  can  be  main- 
tained. The  husband  there  was  banished ;  but  it  was 
not  stated  whether  he  was  banished  for  one  year,  for 
five  years,  or  for  life :  it  was  held  sufficient,  tliat  he 
was  in  bani»hment  at  the  time  when  Lady  Belknap's 
contract  was  made:  and  I  can  see  but  one  principle  on 
which  the  case  could  have  been  decided,  viz.  that  the 


(a)  Cited  in  i  T.  R.  ;•    a  fF.  (h)  2  £jp,  554. 

^/.  1197.  (e)  iB,i^P.ss7' 


rights 
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rights  known  to  exist  in  law  between  husband  and  wife        1881. 

were  not  interfered  with  by  allowing  the  wife  to  be      -    ' 

,        .  .  .  "^*  parte 

taken  in  execution ;  as  the  husband  was  banished  (though      Franks* 

it  be  not  stated  whether  for  life  or  not),  the  matrimonial  *"  *^®  Matter 
rights  during  his  banishment  were,  at  least,  suspended/'  Franks. 
Heath  J.  said,  ^^  The  cases  of  banishment  and  trans- 
portation of  the  husband  are  directly  in  point.  Besides, 
it  is  for  the  benefit  of  the  feme  covert  that  she  should 
be  liable  to  an  action  in  such  a  case  as  this,  otherwise 
she  could  obtain  no  credit,  and  would  have  no  means 
of  gaining  her  livelihood."  In  Carroll  v.  Blencowe  (a), 
the  wife  of  a  transported  felon  was  held  competent  to 
sue,  although  the  term  of  the  husband's  transportation 
had  expired ;  and  in  Lewis  v.  Lee  {b)  the  point  is  ad- 
mitted by  the  Court  Jewson  v.  Read{c)  is  also  an 
authority  to  the  same  effect.  Where  a  feme  covert  may 
sue  and  be  sued,  she  may  also  trade :  and  the  trading 
in  this  instance  was  for  her  benefit,  as  it  enabled  her 
to  support  her  family.  If  she  be  competent  to  trade, 
she  is  subject  to  the  same  law  as  other  traders. 

It  is  true,  that  Lord  Coke  says  {Co.  Lit,  \SS.)  that 
relegation  for  a  certain  term  is  not  civil  death ;  but  Mr. 
Hargrave^  in  a  note,  observes  that  the  effect  is  the  same 
for  a  time. 

Spankie  Serjt.  contra.  Although  the  abjuration  of  the 
husband  may  effect  an  exception  to  the  general  rule 
touching  the  disability  of  the  wife,  yet  that  can  only  be 
where  it  is  resorted  to  as  a  commutation  for  the 
punishment  of  death.  Exile  and  profession  are  now  out 
of  the  question ;  but  even  in  former  days  a  man  non . 
potuit  exuere  ujcorem,  Sanchez  de  Sancto  Matrimonii^ 
cap,  9,  de  Debito  Conjiigali,     The  whole,  therefore,  turns 

{a)  j^Ejp.%7.  (e)  L#//.  134. 

(h)  3-B.  ef  C.  491. 

Vol.  VII.  3  E  upon 
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18S1  f       upon  the  effect  of  abjuration.     Lord  Coke  {Co.  Lit.  133.) 
V"  ' ^^       mentions  three  cases  of  that  kind;  Belknap*s  case  (a), 

£x  pftrto 

FjRANK^      Weyland*s  case,   and   Maltraveris  case.      With   ffJy- 
ia  |he  Mattcfi  lancTs   case,  which  is  the  foundation  of  the  whole,  he 

Franks.  '^^^  taken  great  liberties.  It  appears  from  R(^.  ParL  66. 
to  have  been  a  case  in  which  the  wife  claimed  her  own 
land.  In  Belknap's  case  (&),  she  also  sued  for  her  own 
land ;  and  in  Maltravers*s  case  (c)  the  only  judgment 
was,  that  she  should  answer  the  writ.  So  that  these 
cases  only  shew,  that  if  the  husband  abjured,  the  wife 
should  not  be  deprived  of  land  which  he  held  in  her  own 
right  That  was  a  law  clearly  tor  her  benefit,  and  ex- 
posing her  to  no  liability.  Transportation,  however, 
has  no  resemblance  to  abjuration ;  since  it  may  be  in- 
flicted for  offences  not  capital,  and  for  periods  shorter 
than  life.  The  consequences  of  abjuration  are  enume- 
rated in  Hawk.  P.  C.  b.  2.  c.  9. ;  Staundfd.  Prerog.  117.; 
3/n5/.  115.  The  consequences  of  transportation  are 
only  those  enacted  by  statute.  When  a  convict  returns, 
he  is  restored  to  all  his  rights ;  the  vinctdum  matrimonii 
remains  unbroken,  and  what  the  wife  has  acquired 
during  his  absence  is  his  property.  By  5  G.  4.  c.  84. 
s.26'f  convicts  may  sue  upon  obtaining  remission  of 
their  sentence;  and  their  capacity  to  acquire  property  is 
acknowledged  by  19  G.  3.  c.74f.  A  status^  therefore, 
in  which  there  is  spes  redetmdiy  and  a  capacity  of  ac- 
quiring property,  can  never  be  assimilated  to  abjur- 
ation :  and  transportation  is  to  the  king's  dominions, 
not  to  foreign  parts ;  there  is  no  renouncing  the  realm. 
Transportation  has  no  analogy  to  civil  death.  The  pro- 
perty of  an  attainted  or  convicted  felon    goes  to  the 

(a)  "  Whereof,"  says  Lord  Colef  «  one  said 

Ecce  mode  roinimy  quod  foemina  fert  breve  regis  ; 
Non  nominando  virum  conjunctum  robore  legis." 

(3)  a  H.  4.  fol.  7.  pi.  6.  (f)   10  £JL  3«  fbl.  53.  pi.  57. 

crown; 


IN  THE  First  Year  of  WILLIAM  IV.  767 

crown;  BullocJcv,  Dodds.{a)    If  so,  property  acquired        1831. 

by  his  wife  also :  for  the  leijal  incidents  of  marriage  are      \,    - 

.  .     .     ^^  Ex  parte 

not  destroyed  by  a  transportation  for  a  limited  term.      Franks, 

Sparrow  v.  CamUkers^  and  Walford  v.  de  Pienney  were  in  ^^c  Matter 
decided  at  a  time  when  the  Courts  were  disposed  to  Franks 
extend  the  separate  character  of  the  wife,  and  both  cases 
proceeded  on  a  misapplication  of  the  doctrine  of  ab- 
juration. In  the  Duchess  of  MazarirCs  case  (6),  and  De 
Gaillon  V.  JJ Aigle^  the  husband  was  an  alien  enemy. 
In  Marsh  v.  Hutchinson  (c\  where  an  Englishman  em- 
ployed' in  the  service  of  the  British  government,  residing 
in  a  foreign  country,  and  having  lands  there,  upon  the 
cessation  of  tiis  employment  in  consequence  of  war 
between  the  two  countries,  sent  his  wife  and  family  to 
this  country,  but  continued  to  reside  abroad  himself,  it 
was  held,  that  the  wife,  not  having  represented  herself 
as  a,  feme  solcj  was  not  liable  to  be  sued  as  such.  The 
marriage  is  not  dissolved  by  transportation;  the  husband 
might  sue  for  criminal  conversation  in  his  absence ;  and 
if  his  wife  were  made  a  bankrupt,  and  were  uncertifi- 
cated, he  would,  on  his  return,  be  liable  to  her  debts. 
[Tindal  C.  J.  Would  not  that  inconvenience  arise  where 
a  married  woman  is  permitted  to  trade,  as  in  London  .^] 
In  London  the  party  marries,  knowing  his  liability ;  but 
the  felon  would  be  taken  by  surprise  on  his  return. 
And  ns  to  the  argument  of  convenience,  the  wife  may 
do  many  honest  and  lawful  things  for  her  support  with- 
out trading.  The  extinction  of  the  husband's  rights 
may  be  understood,  but  the  suspension  of  them  would 
lead  to  much  confusion. 

Jmies,  There  is  no  difference  in  principle,  whether 
the  suit  be  for  land  or  for  other  property.  And 
the  husband's  rights  may  be  suspended  as  well  as  ex- 

{a)  2B,^J,  258.  (c)  iB.^P.  226. 

(h)  I  Saik.  116.    2  Salk.  646. 

S  £  2  tinguished ; 
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Ex  parte 
Franks, 
in  the  Matter 
of  Kbzia  ' 
Franks. 


tinguished ;  for  in  all  the  cases  referred  to,  the  trans- 
portation was  for  a  term  of  years.  In  Ijean  v.  Sckutz[a) 
the  Court  said,  **  The  wife  may  acquire  a  separate  cha- 
racter by  the  civil  death  of  her  husband,  as  by  exile  or 
the  like."  The  same  position  may  be  found  in  HatcheU 
V.  Baddeley  (b) ;  and  in  La  Vie  v.  Philips  (c)  it  was  de- 
cided that  a  wife,  being  a  sole  trader  in  London^  may  be 
made  a  bankrupt. 


The  following  certificate  was  afterwards  sent :  — 
We  have  heard  this  case  argued  by  counsel,  and 
considered  the  same ;  and  are  of  opinion,  that,  at  the 
date  and  suing  forth  of  the  commission  of  bankrupt 
against  Kezia  Franks^  to  wit,  on  the  said  25th  day  of 
Jvbf  1827,  the  said  £ma  Franks  was  a  trader,  and,  as 
such,  liable  to  become  bankrupt  within  the  true  intent 
and  meaning  of  the  act  of  parliament  passed  in  the  sixth 
year  of  the  reign  of  his  late  Majesty  King  George  the 
Fourth,  intituled  ^<  An  act  to  amend  the  laws  relating 
to  bankrupts." 

N.  a  TiNDAI- 

J.  A.  Park. 
S.  Gaselee. 

J.  B.  BOSANQUET. 


(m)  %  W.  BU  1 198  {p)  %  W.  Bh  1079.         {e)  x  JV.  Bi.  570. 
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Sadler  and  Large  v.  Samuel  and  Charles      /«»?"• 

Cleaver. 

T\EBT  to  recover  1083/.,  the  balance  due  upon  an  Under  6  G.  4. 

award  made  in  March  1824.  '•  J.^I  ^*  \?^ 

which  autho- 

The  Defendants,  after  pleading  jointly-  many  special  rizes  the  dis- 
pleas,  on   the  cause   coming  on   for   trial   the  2d   of  charge  of  a 
March  1829,  pleaded  puis  darrein  continuance^  a  joint  bankrupt 
plea  of  release   executed  to  them   by  Plaintiff  Large,  taken  in  ex- 
W'-eupon.  ^^^ 

The  Plaintiff  5a(^/^  obtained  an  injunction  to  restrain  under  his  com- 

the  Defendants  from  using  such  release  in  support  of  niifsion,  the 
,        ,  ,    ,  ^      ,  .1.1.     Court  hat  in- 

tne  plea,  and  the  cause  went  down  to  trial  agam  on  the  cidentally  the 

2d  oi  June  1830,  when  power  of  suy- 

Sarmiel  Cleaver  pleaded  separately,  puis  darrein  con"  J°^'      ^ 
tinuancCf  another  plea  of  release  executed  to  Samuel  by  proceedings 
Plaintiff  Large ;  and  Charles  Cleaver  pleaded  separately,  again^  •»ch  a 
puis  darrein  continuance^  a  plea  of  his  (C.  C's)  bank-  ,^^^1^  ^  ^^^^ 
ruptcy,  and  certificate  on  a  commission  dated  July  dOth, 
1829. 

To  this  plea  of  bankruptcy  a  demurrer  was  put  in,  in 
which  judgment  was  obtained  for  the  Plaintiff  in  Hilary 
term  1831  ;  and  the  Plaintiff  Sadler  obtained  another 
injunction,  prohibiting  the  Defendants  from  availing 
themselves  of  the  last-mentioned  release  in  bar  of  this 
action.     Whereupon 

Notice  of  trial  was  given  for  the  sittings  after  Hilary 
term  1831  :  but  on  the  25th  of  January  1831,  the  De- 
fendants pleaded  again,  puis  darrein  continuance^  separ- 
ate pleas  of  the  bankruptcy  of  the  Plaintiff  Large  in 
November  1830. 

In  Easter  term  1831  these  last  pleas  were  set  aside 
upon  application  to  the  Court ;  but  in  the  same  term 

3  £  S  Jones 
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Sadler 
Cleaver* 


Jones  Serjt.  moved  to  stay  all  further  proceedings 
against  the  Defendants  on  an  affidavit  that  Samuel 
Cleaver  had  become  bankrupt  in  August  1830,  and  had 
obtained  his  certificate;  and  that  Charles  Cleaver  had 
become  bankrupt  in  July  1829,  and  had  obtained  his 
certificate  as  stated  in  his  plea. 

The  delay  in  the  proceedings  was  alleged  to  have 
been  occasioned  by  a  change  of  attornies. 

Humphries  v.  Knight  (a),  Davis  v.  Shapley  (6),  Todd 
V.  Maocfield  (c),  and  Read  v.  Sorjoerby  (d)  were  relied  on 
in  support  of  the  application. 


Taddy  Serjt,  who  shewed  cause  on  the  first  day  of 
this  term,  read  affidavits  which  alleged  that  the  De- 
fendants had  been  bankrupts  in  1813 ;  that  no  dividend 
had  been  paid,  nor  were  there  any  assets,  upon  their 
bankruptcy  in  1829  and  1830;  and  that  it  was  inferred 
those  bankruptcies  were  fraudulent,  and  concerted  with 
A  view  to  defeat  this  action,  inasmuch  as  the  attornies 
who  had  been  employed  in  succession  to  defend  the 
action  were  the  attornies  who  had  conducted  the  com- 
missions of  bankrupt,  and  the  Defendants  bad  been 
repeatedly  heard  to  say  that  if  they  were  pressed  for 
the  payment  of  the  Plaintiff's  demand  they  must  go  into 
the  Gazette  as  bankrupts.  Under  these  circumstances, 
he  contended,  first,  that  the  Court  would  not,  in  the 
exercise  of  a  discretionary  power,  assist  the  Defendants : 

They  had  thwarted  the  Plaintiff's  recovery  of  a  just 
debt  by  a  most  vexatious  course  of  pleading:  it  was 
plain,  from  the  circumstance  of  the  Court  of  Chancery 
granting  injunctions,  that  the  alleged  releases  were 
fraudulent ;  and  it  was  impossible  not  to  infer  that  the 
commissions   of  bankrupt,   on    which   the  Defendants 


{a)   6  BingB,  s^9*  57^^ 
(b)   iB.i^  Adol.  54* 


grounded 
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grounded  the  present  application,  were  concerted  and 
fraudulent  also.  The  Plaintiffs,  therefore,  ought  not  to 
be  deprived  of  the  opportunity  of  replying  that  fraud 
either  to  the  Defendants'  last  pleas,  or  on  an  auditd 
guereldf  Thornton  v.  Dallas  (a),  which  the  Defendants 
might  sue  out  if  they  could  shew  any  ground  hereafter 
why  the  Plaintiffs  should  not  enforce  execution  against 
them(i):  but, 

Secondly,  the  Court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  interfere 
in  the  present  stage  of  the  proceedings ;  for  the  statute 
6  G.  4.  c.  16.  s.  120.  only  authorized  the  discharge  of  a 
certificated  bankrupt  when  taken  in  execution  after  judg- 
ment, not  the  staying  proceedings  before  judgment.  In 
Humphries  v.  Knight^  and  Davis  v.  Shapley^  the  appli- 
cation was  after  execution,  and  Todd  v.  Maxfield  merely 
decided  that  the  Court  will  order  an  exoneretur  to  be 
entered  on  ihe  bail-piece  in  all  cases  where  the  de- 
fendant is  entitled  to  be  discharged  out  of  custody. 


1831. 


Jones.  There  is  no  su£5cient  ground  for  assuming 
that  the  Defendants'  bankruptcies  and  certificates  are 
fraudulent.  And  the  summary  interference  of  the  Court 
before  judgment  against  the  Defendants  is  within  the 
spirit  and  meaning  of  the  6  G.  ^*  c.  16.,  for  if  the  De- 
fendants are  entitled  to  their  discharge  upon  the  issuing 
of  execution,  the  expense  of  proceeding  to  judgment 
would  be  incurred  to  no  purpose. 

The  Court  took  time  to  look  into  the  affidavits ;  and 
now 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  said.  This  was  an  application  to  stay 
proceedings  on  the  ground  that  the  Defendants  had 
become  bankrupt,  and  had  obtained  their  certificates. 


(^i)  DougL  46.  stontf  745.    Martin  v.  &Haraf 

(b)  Sowlej  V.  Jonctf  %  Black-      Cowpt  S»3« 


3E  4 


Properly 
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'  Properly  speaking,  the  application  comes  at  an  earlier 
stage  of  the  proceedings  than  that  in  which  the  statute 
calls  on  the  Court  to  interfere,  the  120tb  section  only 
specifying  the  case  of  a  bankrupt  taken  in  execution. 
But  as  the  proceedings  muse  lead  to  that  point  if  the 
parties  go  on,  the  Court  think  that  the  clause  is  not  in 
^that  respect  imperative,  but  that  the  period  of  the  dis- 
charge must  be  in  some  degree  discretionary.  Looking 
at  the  record  in  this  case,  it  appears  that  much  vexatious 
delay  has  been  interposed  to  the  Plaintiffs'  recovery  since 
the  2d  of  March  1829 ;  and  as  he  has  thereby  been  put 
to  unnecessary  expense,  we  make  the  rule  absolute  on 
the  Defendants  paying  the  costs  incurred  subsequently 
to  that  day. 

Rule  absolute  accordingly. 


June  13. 


Spooner  V.  Danks. 


Defiendant 
being  annested 
for  500/.,  set 
up  her  cover- 
ture as  a  de* 
feiice>  and 
Plaintiff  reco- 
Tered  only  38/. 
for  money  ad- 
vanced after 
the  death  of 
her  husband* 

Upon  an 
application  for   large   sums   of   money,   to    recover   which    sums    tlie 

costs  under        Plaintiff  was  compelled  to  bring  an  action,  when  De- 

the  Plaintiff      fendant  set  up  her  coverture  as  a  defence.     Of  the  fact 
having  de- 
posed that  he  was  ignorant  of  the  coverture,  Held,  that  to  obtain  the  costs.  Defendant 
was  bound  to  shew  that  the  Pkintiff  knew  of  the  coverture. 

of 


27*    LAWES  SeijL  had  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause 

why  the  Plaintiff  should  not  pay  the  costs  of  this 

action   under   43   G.  3.  c.  46.,   the   Defendant    having 

been    arrested  for  a  sum  of  500/.,   and    the    Plaintiff 

having  recovered  only  38/. 

Bompas  Serjt.  shewed  cause,  on  an  affidavit  of  the 
Plaintiff,  which  stated  that  the  Defendant  had  become 
indebted  to   the  Plaintiff  at   various   times    in   divers 
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of  her  coverture,  the  Plaintiff  had,  until  then,  been 
ignorant;  but  being  able  to  prove  advances  made  to 
the  Defendant  since  her  husband's  death,  he  proceeded 
to  trial,  and  obtained  a  verdict  for  the  amount  of  such 
advances. 


1831. 


E.  Lawes,  after  disputing  that  any  credit  could  be 
attached  to  the  Plaintiff's  affidavit,  contended  that, 
whetlier  or  not  the  Plaintiff  was  cognizant  of  the  mar- 
riage, would  not  aSkct  the  question.  It  was  impossible 
for  the  Plaintiff  to  recover  any  advances  made  to  the 
wife  pending  her  coverture;  and  his  ignorance  of  that 
fact  could  not  justify  the  arrest,  or  deprive  the  Defendant 
of  the  benefit  of  the  statute.  The  disproportion  between 
the  sum  sworn  to,  and  that  recovered,  made  it  im- 
possible to  suppose  that  the  Plaintiff  could  have  had 
any  probable  cause  for  the  arrest. 


TiNDAL  C.  J.  Adverting  to  the  words  of  the  statute, 
we  think  that  it  was  intended  to  throw  the  burden  of 
proof  upon  the  Defendant.  The  Court  must  construe 
this  statute  in  accordance  with  the  rule  adopted  in  the 
case  of  an  action  for  an  arrest  without  reasonable  or 
probable  cause.  Then  the  question  here  is,  whether  or 
not  the  Defendant  has  shewn  that  in  what  the  Plaintiff 
has  done,  he  has  acted  without  reasonable  or  probable 
cause.  We  think  that  the  Defendant  should  not  only 
have  shewn  that  she  was  a  married  woman,  but  that  the 
Plaintiff  knew  her  to  be  so;  on  her  pait,  however, 
there  is  no  affidavit  to  that  effect  It  is  clear,  therefore, 
according  to  this  construction  of  the  statute,  that  the 
Defendant  has  not  complied  with  its  provisions,  nor 
entitled  herself  to  its  protection.  The  rule  must  there- 
fore be  discharged. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurring,  the  rule  was 

Discharged. 


77*  REGULA  GENERALIS,  TRINITY  TERM, 

1831. 


MEMORANDUM. 

In  Easter  term  last  William  Walton^  Esquire,  was 
appointed  one  of  His  Majesty's  counsel ;  during  this 
term,  William  Fidler  Boteler^  and  John  Augustus  Francis 
Simpkinsonj  Esquires;  and  early  in  Trinity  Vacation 
the  following  gentlemen  also, — Henry  William  Taticred^ 
Francis  Ludlow  Holty  Phillip  Williams^  and  Charles 
Butler^  Esquires. 


REGULA  GENERALIS. 


Whereas  declarations  in  actions  upon  bills  of  ex- 
change, promissory  notes,  and  the  counts,  usually  called 
the  common  counts,  occasion  unnecessary  expense  to 
parties  by  reason  of  their  length,  and  the  same  may  be 
dravm  in  a  more  concise  form ;  now,  for  the  prevention 
of  such  expense.  It  is  ordered.  That  if  any  declar- 
ation in  assumpsit  hereafter  filed  or  delivered,  and  to 
which  the  Plaintiff  shall  not  be  entitled  to  a  plea  as  of 
this  term,  being  for  any  of  the  demands  mentioned  in 
the  schedule  of  forms  and  directions  annexed  to  this 
order,  or  demands  of  a  like  nature,  shall  exceed  io 
length  such  of  the  said  forms  set  forth  or  directed  in  the 
said  schedule,  as  may  be  applicable  to  the  case ;  or,  if 
any  declaration  in  debt  to  be  so  filed  or  delivered  for 
similar  causes  of  action,  and  for  which  the  action  of 
assumpsit  would  lie,  shall  exceed  such  length,  no  costs 
of  the  excess  shall  be  allowed  to  the  Plaintiff  if  he  suc- 
ceeds in  the  cause;  and  such  costs  of  the  excess  as  have 
been  incurred  by  the  Defendant,  shall  be  taxed  and 

allowed 
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allowed  to  the  Derendant,  and  be  deducted  from  the  1831. 
costs  allowed  to  the  Plaintiff.  And  it  is  further 
ORDERED,  Tfiat  on  the  taxation  of  costs,  as  between 
attorney  and  client,  no  costs  shall  be  allowed  to  the 
attorney  in  respect  of  any  such  excess  of  length ;  and  in 
case  any  costs  shall  be  payable  by  the  Plaintiff  to  the 
Defendant  on  account  of  such  excess,  the  amount  thereof 
shall  be  deducted  from  the  amount  of  the  attorney's 
bill. 

Tenterden.  J.  Vaughan. 

N.  C.  Tindal.  J.  Parke. 

Lyndhurst.  W.  Bolland. 

J.  BaYLEY.  J.  B.  BOSANQUET. 

J.  A.  Park.  W.  E.  Taunton. 

J.  Littledale.  E.  H.  Alderson. 

S.  Gaselee.  J.  Pati'Eson. 


Schedule  of  Forms  and  Directiofis. 

For  that  whereas  the  Defendant  on  the  day  of  Count  on  a 

,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  ,  at  London  [or  pro«"««ofy 

.      t  /  -1         J    L«  •  .    •      noteigtintt 

in  the  county  of  J,  made  nis  promissory  note  m  ^^  nuker^  by 

writing,  and  delivered  the  same  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  y^ytt  or  in- 

thereby   promised  to   pay  to  the  Plaintiff  i^  dorsce, tithe 

•^    "^  ^  ''  case  may  be. 

days      '\ 

weeks    I    after  the  date   thereof  [or  as  the  fact 

months  J 

may  be"]^  which  period  has  now  elapsed,  [or  if  the  note 
he  payable  to  A.  B.]  and  then  and  there  delivered  the 
same  to  A»  jB.,  and  thereby  promised  to  pay  to  the  said 

A.  B.  or  order  £  \  ^eeks    I  after  the  date 

[^  months  J 

thereof  [or  as  the  fact  may  be\  which  period  has  now 
elapsed,  and  the  said  A.  B.  then  and  there  indorsed  the 

same 


{ 
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1831.  same  to  the  Plmntiff,  whereof  the  Defendiant  then  and 
there  bad  notice,  and  then  and  there,  in  consideration 
of  the  premises,  promised  to  pay  the  amoont  of  the  said 
note  to  the  Plaintiff,  according  to  the  tenor  and  effect 
thereof. 


Coant  on  a 
pronuMory 
note  against 
payee  by  an 
indonee. 


Whereas  one  C  Z>.,  on  the  day  of  ,  in 

the  year  of  our  Lord  ,  at  London  [pr^  in  the 

county  of  ],  made  his  promissory  note  in  writing, 

and  thereby  promised  to  pay  the  Defendant,  or  order, 

days      1 


weeks    I  after  the  date  thereof  [or  as  the 

months  J 

fact  may  be]^  which  period  has  now  elapsed,  and  the 
Defendant  then  and  there  indorsed  the  same  to  the 
Plaintiff  [or,  and  the  Defendant  then  and  there  indorsed 
the  same  to  X.  Y.,  and  the  said  X  Y.  then  and  there 
indorsed  the  same  to  the  Plaintiff] ;  and  the  said  C.  D, 
did  not  pay  the  amount  thereof,  although  the  same  was 
there  presented  to  him  on  the  day  when  it  became  dae, 
of  all  which  the  Defendant  then  and  there  had  dae 
notice* 


Count  on  a 
promisaoiy 
note  against 
indorser  by 
indorsee* 


Whereas  one  C.  Z>.,  on  ,  at  London  [or,  in  the 

county  of  ],  made  his  promissory  note  in  writ- 

ing, and  thereby  promised  to  pay  to  X.  Y.,  or  order, 

r         <**y«    "I 
£  <  weeks   \  after  the  date  thereof  [or  as  ike 

[^  months  J 

fact  may  fe],  which  period  has  now  elapsed,  and  then 
and  there  delivered  the  said  note  to  the  said  X.  Y.,  and 
the  said  X.  Y.  then  and  there  indorsed  the  same  to  the 
Defendant,  and  the  Defendant  then  and  there  indorsed 
the  same  to  the  Plaintiff  [or,  and  the  Defendant  then 
and  there  indorsed  the  same  to  Q,  i{.,  and  the  said 
Q.  JfZ.  then  and  there  indorsed  the  same  to  the  Plain- 
tiff];   and   the  said   C  D.  did  not  pay   the   amount 

thereof, 


^ 
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thereof,  although  the  same  was  there  presented  to  him        1831. 
on  the  day  when  it  became  due,  of  all  which  the  De-  ~'  '^^ 

fendant  then  and  there  had  due  notice. 

Whereas  the  Plaintiff  on  at  London  [or  in  the  Count  on  an 

county  of      ],  made  his  bill  of  exchange  in  writing,  and  "1^^^  ""^ 
directed  the  same  to  the  Defendant,  and  thereby  re-  against  the 
quired  the  Defendant  to  pay  to  the  Plaintiff  £  acceptor  by 

r  da        1  ■  ^®  drawer, 

\  weeL   I  after  ih^{^Xt  1  thereof,  which  period  ^^%^ 

(.  months  J  l*'«"  J  ^  payee. 

has  now  elapsed ;   and  the  Defendant  then  and  there 

accepted  the  said  bill,  and  promised  the  Plaintiff  to  pay 

the  same  according  to  the  tenor  and  effect  thereof  and 

of  his  said  acceptance  thereof,  but  did  not  pay  the  same 

when  due. 


Whereas  the  Plaintiff,  on  at  London  [or  in  the  Count  on  an 

county  of  ],  made  his  bill  of  exchange  in  writing,  *"*^^°"*  ^ 

and  directed  the  same  to  the  Defendant,  and  thereby  against  the 

required   the   Defendant  to   pay   to    O.P^   or  order,  acceptor  by 
r  A  •\  the  drawer, 

£  \  wIXs   i  after  thef  4*^,  )  thereof,  which  "^  ^^S  the 

1  months/  L««htJ  payee. 

period  has  now  elapsed,  and  then  and  there  delivered  the 
same  to  the  said  O.  P. ;  and  the  said  Defendant  then  and 
there  accepted  the  same,  and  promised  the  Plaintiff  to  pay 
the  same  according  to  the  tenor  and  effect  thereof  and  of 
his  acceptance  thereof,  yet  he  did  not  pay  the  amount 
hereof,  although  the  said  bill  was  there  presented  to 
him  on  the  day  when  it  became  due;  and  thereupon 
the  same  was  then  and  there  returned  to  the  Plaintiff; 
of  all  which  the  Defendant  then  and  there  had  notice. 


Whereas  one  £•  P.,  on  at  London  [or  in  the  Count  on  an 

county  of  ],  made  his  bill  of  exchange  in  writing,  inl*nd  bill  of 

,^  exchange 
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1831. 


agiinit  the 
acceptor  by 
indorsee. 


and  4urected  the  same  to  the  Defendant,  and  thereby 
required  tbe  Defendant  la  pay  to  the  said  J5.  F.  [or,  to 

H.  G.l  or  order,  £  \         wi5»  |  after  (j^  ) 

\^  months  J  ^  ^ 

thereof,  which  period  is  now  elapsed,  and  the  Defendant 
then  and  there  accepted  the  said  bill,  and  the  said  £.  F. 
[or,  the  said  H.  G.],  then  and  there  indorsed  the  same 
to  the  Plaintiff  [or,  and  the  said  £•  F.  OTy  the  said  H.  G. 
then  and  there  indorsed  the  same  to  K.  J.  and  the  said 
K.  J.  then  and  there  indorsed  the  same  to  the  Plaintiff], 
of  all  which  the  Defendant  then  and  there  had  due  no- 
tice, and  then  and  there  promised  the  Plaintiff  to  pay 
the  amount  thereof,  according  to  the  tenor  and  effect 
thereof  and  of  his  acceptance  thereof. 


Coant  oii  an 
inland  bUl  of 
exchange 
againit  the 
acceptor  by 
the  iNiyee. 


Whereas  one  £.  £.,  on  at  London  [or,  in  the 

county  of  ],  made  his  bill  of  exchange  in  writing, 

and  directed  the  same  to  the  Defendant,  and  thereby 
required  the  Defendant  to  pay  to  the  Plaintiff  £ 

weeks    I  after  the  y^  |  thereof,  which  period 

XDonttis  J  ^  J 

has  now  elapsed ;  and  the  Defendant  then  and  there 
accepted  the  same,  and  promised  the  Plaintiff  to  pay  the 
same  according  to  the  tenor  and  effect  thereof  and  of  his 
acceptance  thereof. 


{ 


Count  on  an 
inland  bill  of 
exchange 
against  the 
drawer  by 
payee  on  non- 
acceptance. 


Whereas  the  Defendant,  on  at  London  [pr^  in 

the  county  of  ],  made  his  bill  of  exchange  in 

writing,  and  directed  the  same  to  J.  K.f  and  thereby 
required  the  said  J.  K.  to  pay  to  the  Plaintiff  £ 

week!   I  after  the  \l^  |  thereof  and  then  and 

months  J  *-  •* 

there  delivered  the  same  to  the  said  Plaintiff,  and  the 
same  was  then  and  there  presented  to  the  said  J".  K.  for 
acceptance,  and  the  said  J.  K.  then  and  there   refused 

to 


( 
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to  accept  the  same;  of  all  which  the  Defendant  then        1831. 
and  there  had  due  notice.  ~^^ 

Whereas  the  Defendant,  on  at  London  [or,  in  Count  on  in 

the  county  of  ],  made  his  bill  of  exchange  ia  ^^*°^  ^^  ^ 

,  ,  ,  °  exchange 

writing,  and  directed  the  same  to  J.  K.j  and  thereby  against  drawer 

required  the  said  J.  K.  to  pay  to  the  order  of  the  said  ^^  mdonee  on 

r  days     1  non-accept- 

Defendant^  ]  w^ks    I  after  the  (^*«^^*  |  ""• 

[^  months  J  ^  -^ 

thereof,  and  the  said  Defendant  then  and  there  indorsed 
the  same  to  the  Plaintiff  lor,  and  the  said  Defendant 
then  and  there  indorsed  the  same  to  L.  M.,  and  the  said 
L.  M.  then  and  there  indorsed  the  same  to  the  Plain- 
tifF],  and  the  same  was  then  and  there  presented  to  the 
said  J.  K.  for  acceptance,  and  the  said  J.  K.  then  and 
there  refused  to  accept  the  same ;  of  all  which  the  De- 
fendant then  and  there  had  due  notice. 

And  whereas  one  N.  O.,  on  at  London  [or,  in  Count  on  an 

the  county  of  ],   made  his  bill  of  exchange  in  exchange 

writing,  and  directed  the  same  to  P.  Q.,  and  thereby  against  in- 

required  the  said  P.  Q.  to  pay  to  his  order  £  ^    *^  ^  *"" 

T  ^^        tr  J  dorsee  on  non- 

t'i^ks  I  after  the  (fi^  |  thereof,  and  the  said  «•*?«««*• 

months  J  I    o      J 

N.  O.  then  and  tliere  indorsed  the  said  bill  to  the  De- 
fendant [or,  to  R.  S.,  and  the  said  R.  S.  then  and  there 
indorsed  the  same  to  the  Defendant],  and  the  Defendant 
then  and  there  indorsed  the  same  to  the  Plaintifi^  and 
the  same  was  then  and  there  presented  to  the  said  P.  Qf 
for  acceptance,  and  the  said  P.  Q,  then  and  there  refused 
to  accept  the  same ;  of  all  which  the  Defendant  then  and 
there  had  due  notice. 

Whereas  one  N.  O.  on  at  London  lor,  in  Count  on  an 

1  n  111-*    u'li     c        1.  *     inland  bill  of 

the  county  of  ],  made  his  bill  of  exchange  m  e35^.j,j^„ge 

writing, 


{ 
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183K        writing,  and  directed  the  same  toP.  Q^  and  therebj 

"^.^^  "-       required  the  said  P.  O.  to  pay  to  the  Defendant  or 
««a««t  payee        ^  daTi     ^ 

by  indoTBee  cm  ^^     ^      -      J  w4.    I  aRer  the  (It*  1  thereof, 

«»-«ccept.  [  months/  I  date   J 

and  then  and  there  delivered  the  same  to  the  Defendant, 
and  the  Defendant  then  and  there  indorsed  the  said  bill 
to  the  Plaintiff  [or,  to  R.  S.  and  the  said  JR.  S.  then  and 
there  indorsed  the  same  to  the  Plaintiff,]  and  the  same 
was  then  and  there  presented  to  the  said  P.  Q.  for 
acceptance,  and  the  said  P.  Q.  then  and  there  refused 
to  accept  the  same,  of  all  which  the  Defendant  then  and 
there  had  due  notice. 

Direction  for  If  the  declaration  be  against  any  party  to  the  bill 
declarations  on  except  the  drawee  or  acceptor,  and  the  bill  be  payable 

actbn  brought  ^^  ^°7  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^^^  ^"^  ^^®  action  not  brought  till 
after  time  of  the  time  is  expired,  it  will  be  necessary  to  insert,  as  in 
Pj^?^'  ***     declarations  on  promissory  notes,  immediately  after  the 

words  denoting  the  time  appointed  for  payment  the 
X8t>  On  bills  following  words ;  viz.  which  period  has  now  elapsed; 
p^aUe  after     ^^^  instead  of  averring  that  the  bill  was  presented  to 

the  drawee  for  acceptance^  and  that  he  refused  to  accept 
the  same,  to  allege  that  the  drawee  [naming  him]  did 
not  pay  the  said  billf  although  the  same  was  there  presented 
to  him  on  the  day  when  it  became  due. 

ddly.  On  bills  And  if  the  declaration  be  against  any  party  except 
payable  after     ^^  drawee  or  acceptor,  and  the  bill  be  payable  at  any 

time  after  sight,  it  will  be  necessary  to  insert  after  the 
words  denoting  the  time  appointed  for  payment  the 
following  words;  viz.  and  the  said  drcea)ee  [naming 
him]  then  and  there  saw  and  accepted  the  same^  and  the 
said  period  has  nam  elapsed:  and  instead  of  alleging  that 
the  bill  was  presented  for  acceptance  and  refused,  to 
all^  that  the  drawee  [naming  him]  did  not  pay  the 

said 
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said  billj  although  the  same  was  presented  to  him  on  the        1 831. 

rfoy  when  it  became  due.  ~.  '^^ 

• 

If  a  note  or  bill  be  payable  at  sight,  the  form  of  the  Directions  for 

declaration  must  be  varied  so  as  to  suit  the  case,  which  ^jclarations  on 

bilu  or  notes 
may  be  easily  done.  payable  at 

sight. 
Declarations  on  foreign  bills  may  be  drawn  according  On  foreign 
to  the   principle  of  these  forms,   with   the  necessary  °*^* 
variations. 


Common  Counts. 

Whereas  the  Defendant  on  at  London  [or, 

in  the  county  of  ],  was  indebted  to  the  Plaintiff 

in  £  for  the  price  and  value  of  goods,  then 

andthere{'3j"^}ai.d{j;»^^}by  the  PlainUfftothe 

Defendant  at  his  request : 

And  in  £  for  the  price  and  value  of  work 

then  and  there  done,  and  materials  for  the  same  pro- 
vided by  the  Plaintiff  for  the  Defendant  at  his  request: 

And  in  j6  for  money  then  and  there  lent  by 

the  Plaintiff  to  the  Defendant  at  his  request : 

And  in  £  for  money  then  and  there  paid 

by  the  Plaintiff  for  the  use  of  the  Defendant  at  his 
request : 

And  in  £  for  money  then  and  there  re- 

ceived by  the  Defendant  for  the  use  of  the  Plaintiff: 

And  in  s^  for  money  found  to  be  due  from 

the  Defendant  to  the  Plaintiff  on  an  account  then  and 
there  stated  between  them. 

And  whereas  the  Defendant  afterwards,  on,  &c.  in  General  con- 
consideration  of  the  premises   respectively,  then  and  elusion. 
there  promised  to  pay  the  said  several  monies  respec- 

Vol.  VIL  3F  tively 
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1881.  ^     lively  to  the  PlaintiflFon  request,  yet  he  hath  disregarded 
his  promises,  and  hath  not  paid  any  of  the  said  monies, 
or  any  part  thereof,  to  the  Plaintiff's  damage  of  £ 
and  thereupon  he  brings  suit,  8&c. 


conclntioii* 


Direction  u  to       If  the  declaration  contains  one  or  more  counts  against 
the  general       ^j^^  maker  of  a  note  or  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  it 

will  be  proper  to  place  them  first  in  the  declaration,  and 
then  in  the  general  conclusion  to  say,  promised  to  pay 
the  said  last'-mentioned  several  monies  respectively. 


REGUL^  GENERALES. 

It  is  ordered,  That  a  Defendant  may  justify  bail  at 
the  same  time  at  which  they  are  put  in,  upon  giving 
four  days'  notice  for  that  purpose,  before  eleven  o'clock 
in  the  morning,  and  exclusive  of  Sunday.  That  if  the 
Plaintiff  is  desirous  of  time  to  enquire  after  the  bail, 
and  shall  give  one  day's  notice  thereof  as  aforesaid  to 
the  Defendant,  his  attorney  or  agent,  as  the  case  may 
be,  before  the  time  appointed  for  justification,  stating 
therein  what  further  time  is  required,  such  time  not  to 
exceed  three  days  in  the  case  of  town  bail,  and  six  days 
in  the  case  of  country  bail,  then  (unless  the  Court  or  a 
Judge  shall  otherwise  order)  the  time  for  putting  in  and 
justifying  bail  shall  be  postponed  accordingly,  and  all 
proceedings  shall  be  stayed  in  the  mean  time. 

And  it  is  further  ordered.  That  every  notice  of 
bail  shall,  in  addition  to  the  descriptions  of  the  bail, 
mention  the  street  or  place,  and  number  (if  any),  where 
each  of  the  bail  resides,  and  all  the  streets  or  places, 
and  numbers  (if  any),  in  which  each  of  them  has  been 
resident  at  any  time  within  the  last  six  months,  and 
whether  he  is  a  housekeeper  or  fireeholder. 

And 
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And  it  is  further  ordered.  That  if  the  notice  of  1831. 
bail  shall  be  accompanied  by  an  affidavit  of  each  of  the 
bail  according  to  the  form  hereto  subjoined,  and  if  the 
Plaintiff  afterwards  except  to  such  bail,  he  shall,  if  such 
bail  are  allowed,  pay  the  costs  of  justification ;  and  if 
such  bail  are  rejected,  the  Defendants  shall  pay  the 
costs  of  opposition,  unless  the  Court  or  a  Judge  thereof 
shall  otherwise  order. 

And  it  is  further  ordered,  That  if  the  Plaintiff 
shall  not  give  one  day's  notice  of  exception  to  the  bail, 
by  whom  such  affidavit  shall  have  been  made,  the  re- 
cognizance of  such  bail  may  be  taken  out  of  Court  with- 
out other  justification  than  such  affidavit. 

And  it  is  further  ordered.  That  the  bail,  of 
whom  notice  shall  be  given,  shall  not  be  changed  with- 
out leave  of  the  Court  or  a  Judge. 

And  it  is  further  ordered.  That  with  every  de» 
claration,  if  delivered,  or  with  the  notice  of  declaration, 
if  filed,  containing  counts  in  indebitatus  assumpsit^  or 
debt  on  simple  contract,  the  Plaintiff  shall  deliver  full 
particulars  of  his  demand  under  those  counts,  where 
such  particulars  can  be  comprised  within  three  iblios ;  and 
where  the  same  cannot  be  comprised  within  three  folios, 
he  shall  deliver  such  a  statement  of  the  nature  of  his 
claim,  and  the  amount  of  the  sum  or  balance  which  he 
claims  to  be  due,  as  may  be  comprised  within  that  num- 
ber of  folios.     And  to  secure  the  delivery  of  particulars 
in  all  such  cases,  it  is  further  ordered,  that  if  any- 
declaration  or  notice  shall  be  delivered  without  such 
particulars,    or   such    statement   as    aforesaid,    and   a 
Judge  shall  afterwards  order  a  delivery  of  particulars, 
the  Plaintiff  shall  not  be  allowed  any  costs  in  respect  of. 
any  summons  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  such  order, 
or  of  the  particulars  he  may  afterwards  deliver.     And 
that  a  copy  of  the  particulars  of  the  demand,  and  also ; 
particulars  (if  any)  of  the  Defendant's  set-off,  shall  be 

8  F  2  annexed 
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18S1*  aiine3^  by  the  Plaintiff's  attorney  to  every  reoord  at 
the  time  it  is  entered  with  the  Judge's  marshal. 

And  it  is  further  ordered.  That  upon  every 
declaration,  delivered  or  filed,  on  or  before  the  last  day 
of  any  term,  the  Defendant,  whether  in  or  out  of  any 
prison,  shall  be  compellable  to  plead  as  of  such  term 
widiout  being  entitled  to  any  imparlance. 

And  it  is  further  ordered.  That  no  judgment 
of  non  pros  shall  be  signed  for  want  of  a  declaration, 
replication,  or  other  subsequent  pleading,  until  four 
days  next  after  a  demand  thereof  shall  have  been  made, 
in  writing,  upon  the  Plaintiff,  his  attorney  or  agent,  as 
the  case  may  be. 

And  it  is  further  ordered,  That  hereafter  it  shall 
Bot  be  necessary  to  issue  more  than  two  summonses  for 
attendance  before  a  Judge  upon  the  same  matter ;  and 
the  party  taking  out  such  summonses  shall  be  entitled  to 
an  order  on  the  return  of  the  second  summons,  unless 
cause  is  shewn  to  the  contrary. 

And  it  is  further  ordered.  That  no  declaration 
de  bene  esse  shall  be  delivered  until  the  expiration  of  six 
days  from  the  service  of  the  process,  in  the  case  of  pro- 
cess which  is  not  bailable,  or  until  the  expiration  of  six 
days  from  the  time  of  the  arrest,  in  case  of  bailable  pro- 
cess ;  and  such  six  days  shall  be  reckoned  inclusive  of 
the  day  of  such  service  or  arrest 

And  it  is  further  ordered,  That  declarations  in 
ejectment  may  be  served  before  the  first  day  of  any 
term,  and  thereupon  the  Plaintiff  shall  be  entided  to 
judgment  against  the  casual  gector  in  like  manner  as 
upon  declarations  served  before  the  essoin  or  first  ge- 
neral return-day. 

And  it  is  further  ordered.  That  before  taxation 
of  costs,  one  day's  notice  shall  be  given  to  the  opposite 
party. 

And  it  is  furthar  ordered,  That  no  rule  to  shew 

cause. 
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cause,  or  motion  shall  be  required,  in  order  to  obtain  a  183L 
rule  to  plead  several  matters,  or  to  make  several  avow- 
ries or  cognizances ;  but  that  such  rules  shall  be  drawn 
up  upon  a  Judge's  order,  to  be  made  upon  a  summons^ 
accompanied  by  a  short  abstract  or  statement  of  the 
intended  pleas,  avowries,  or  cognizances.  Provided, 
that  no  summons  or  order  shall  be  necessary  in  the  fol- 
lowing cases,  that  is  to  say,  where  the  plea  of  non 
€Lssumpsiti  or  nU  debetj  or  non  detinet^  with  or  without  a 
plea  of  tender  as  to  part,  a  plea  of  the  statute  of  limit- 
ations, set-off,  bankruptcy  of  the  Defendant,  discharge 
under  an  insolvent  act,  plene  administravit^  plene  ad^ 
ministrwoit  pr<eter^  infancy,  and  coverture,  or  any  two 
or  more  of  such  pleas  shall  be  pleaded  together ;  but  in 
all  such  cases,  a  rule  shall  be  drawn  up  by  the  proper 
officer,  upon  the  production  of  the  engrossment  of  the 
pleas,  or  a  drafl  or  copy  thereof. 

And  it  is  further  ordered.  That  these  rules  shall 
take  effect  on  the  first  day  of  next  Michaelmas  term,  ex* 
cept  the  rule  as  to  the  service  of  declarations  in  eject- 
ment, which  shall  take  effect  from  the  25th  day  of  October 
next. 

Tenterden.  J.  Vaughan. 

N.  C.  TiNDAL.  J.  Parke. 

Lyndhurst.  W.  Bolland. 

J.  BaYLEY.  J.  B.  BoSANQUETk 

J.  A.  Park.  W.  E.  Taunton. 

J.  Littledale.  £.  H.  Alderson. 

S.  Gaselee.  J.  Patteson. 


Form  of  Affidavit. 


Ik  the 


BETWEEN,  &C. 

A.  B.y  one  of  the  bail  for  the  above-named  Defend* 
ant,  maketh  oath  and  saith,  that  he  is  a  housekeeper 

3  F  3  [oTi 
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188 1*  {oTj  freeholder^  as  the  case  may  be"],  residing  at  {describ- 
ing partictdarly  the  street  or  placcy  and  number^  if  anyj 
that  he  is  possessed  of  property  to  the  amount  of 
£  [the  amount  required  by  the  practice  of  the 

Courts']  over  and  above  all  his  just  debts ;  [if  bail  in  any 
other  action^  add  ^^  and  every  other  sum  for  which  he  is 
now  bail ; "]  that  he  is  not  bail  for  any  Defendant  ex- 
cept in  this  action^  \or^  if  bail  in  any  other  action  or 
actions^  add  ^^  except  for  C*  2>*  at  the  suit  of  £.  F.  in 
the  Court  of  in  the  sum  of  £  ;  for 

6.  H.^  at  the  suit  of/.  K*y  in  tlie  Court  of 
in  the  sum  of  j^  ;"  specifying  the  several  actions 

mth  the  Courts  in  which  they  are  brought^  and  the  sums  in 
which  the  deponent  is  bail:"]  that  the  deponent's  pro- 
perty, to  the  amount  of  the  said  sum  of  £  [and 
\f  bail  in  any  other  action  or  actions,  add  ^*  of  all  other 
sums  for  which  he  is  now  bail  as  aforesaid,"]  consists  of 
[here  specify  the  nature  and  value  of  the  property,  in  re- 
spect of  which  the  bail  proposes  to  justify^  as  foUaws :  — 
Stock  in  trade,  in  his  business  of  ,  carried  on 
i)y  him  at  ,  of  the  value  of  j^  ,  of  good 
book  debts  owing  to  him  to  the  amount  of  £  , 
of  furniture  in  his  house  at  ,  of  the  value  of 
£  ,  of  a  freehold  or  leasehold  farm,  of  the  value 
of  £  ,  situate  at  ,  occupied  by  , 
or  of  a  dwelling-house  of  the  value  of  £  situate 
at  .  ,  occupied  by  ,  or,  of  other 
property,  partiadarizing  each  description  of  property,  xdth 
the  value  thereof;']  and  that  the  deponent  hath  for  the 
last  six  months  resided  at  [describing  the 
place  or  places  of  such  residence]. 
Sworn,  %c. 
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AN 


INDEX 


TO  THE 


PRINCIPAL    MATTERS 


CONTAINED  IN  THIS  VOLUME. 


ACTION  ON  THE  CASE  FOR  I 
NEGLIGENCE. 

See  Attorney,  2. 

ACTION  ON  THE  CASE  FOR 
DECEIT. 

1 .  In  an  action  against  a  Defendant 
for  an  injury  occasioned  to  the 
PJaintifF  by  a  servant  whom  the 
PlaintifFhas  been  induced  to  em- 
ploy through  the  false  statements 
and  deceptious  suppressions  of  the 
Defendant,  it  is  not  necessary  for 
the  Plaintiff  to  shew  that  the  false- 
hood of  the  Defendant  was  ac- 
companied with  an  intention  to 
injure  the  Plaintiff. 

2.  The  Judge  having  explained 
to  the  jury  the  distinction  between 
fraud  in  fact  and  fraud  in  the  legal 
acceptation  of  the  term,  and  the 
jury  having  found  for  the  Plaintiff, 
and  added,    that   there  was  no 


fraudulent  intention  in  the  De- 
fendant, but  that  he  had  com- 
mitted a  fraud  in  the  legal  ac- 
ceptation of  the  term,  the  Court 
refused  to  enter  the  yerdict  for 
the  Defendant.  Foster  and  An- 
other V.  Charles.  Pog^  104 

AFFIDAVIT  TO   HOLD   TO 
BAIL. 

See  Practice,  6. 

AGREEMENT. 
See  Assumpsit.    Lease,  2. 

AGREEMENT,   CONSTRUC- 
TION  OF, 

Plaintiff  and  Defendant  being  part- 
ners, and  Defendant  being  in- 
debted to  Plaintiff  on  a  separate 
account,  it  was  agreed  between 
them  that  Plaintiff  should  take  2^ 
3  F  4f  per 
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ASSUMPSIT. 


per  cent,  interest  on  his  private 
account    for    six    months,   from 
March  lst»  18279  &n<]  5  per  cent, 
afterwards;  that  the  partnership 
accounts  should  be  made  up,  and 
the  Defendant's  share  of  the  pro- 
ceeds go  towards  the  liquidation 
of  his  separate  debt;   that  the 
Plaintiff  should  receive  sums  due 
to  the  firm,  discharge  debts,  and 
apply  the  balance   towards  dis- 
charging the  Defendant's  separate 
debt ;  that  the  partnership  might 
be  dissolved  any  1st  of  January^ 
on  six  months'  notice  being  given, 
but  that,  in  consequence  of  the 
Plaintiff's   concessions  as  to  in- 
terest,   it    was    expected    there 
should  be  no  dissolution  on  1st 
o(  January  next  ensuing : 

Held»  that  this  agreement  did 
not  suspend  the  Plaintiff's  right 
to  sue  the  Defendant  for  the 
separate  debt  due  from  him  to 
the  Plaintiff.  Simpson  v.  Rackham. 

Page  617 

AGREEMENT  IN  RESTRAINT 
OF  TRADE. 

An  agreement  that  Defendant,  a 
moderately  skilful  dentist,  would 
abstain  from  practising  over  a  dis- 
trict 200  miles  in  diameter,  in 
consideration  of  receiving  instruc- 
tions from  the  Plaintiff,  and  a  sa- 
lary determinable  at  three  months' 
notice,  Held,  unreasonable  and 
void.     Homer  v.  Graves.        735 

AMENDMENT. 
iS^e  Practice,  13.    Fine  and  Re- 
covery, 2. 


ARREST. 
See  Practice,  5.  8. 

ASSIGNEE. 
See  Bankrupt,  2. 

ASSUMPSIT. 

1.  Defendant  retained  Plaintiff,  a 
surveyor,  to  negotiate  the  sale  of 
her  reversionary  interest  in  certain 
premises,  and  agreed  to  give  him 
2  per  cent,  on  the  sum  obtained, 
Thelpremiseswere  sold  to  the  com- 
missioners under  the  Charing  Cross 
Improvement  Acts,  and  a  jury 
awarded  the  Defendant  4000/. 
The  premises  were  charged  with 
an  annuity  of  80/.  a  year,  of  which 
the  Defendant  had  not  apprised 
the  Plaintiff,  and  the  Defendant 
declining  to  induce  the  annuitant 
to  be  a  party  to  the  conveyance  to 
the  commissioners,  they  paid  the 
money  into  the  Bank,  where  it 
might  be  obtained  by  the  parties 
entitled  to  it,  upon  application  to 
the  Court  of  Exchequer : 

The  money  still  being  in  the 
Bank,  held,  that  the  Plaintiff  could 
not  recover  the  2  per  cent,  com- 
mission on  the  sale.    Bull  v.  Price, 

Page  237 
2.  Plaintiff  engaged  to  let  Defendant 
land  on  building  leases,  and  to 
lend  him  4000/.  to  assist  him  in 
the  erection  of  twenty  houses 
the  money  to  be  repaid  by  June 
1828.  Defendant  agreed  to  build 
the  houses,  to  convey  them  as 

security 
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BANKRUPT. 
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security  for  the  loan,  and  repay 
the  money :  when  six  houses  were 
built,  and  1168/.  had  been  ad- 
vanced, Plaintiff  requested  De- 
fendant not  to  go  on  with  the 
other  fourteen  houses:  Defend- 
ant desisted:  Held,  that  after 
June  1828  the  Plaintiff  might  re- 
cover the  1168/.  on  a  count  for 
money  lent;  and  that  it  was  not 
necessary  to  sue  on  the  agree- 
ment. JameSf  gent,  one,  Sfc.  v. 
Cotton.  Page  266 

ATTESTATION. 
See  Will,  1. 

ATTORNEY. 
See  Practice,  3. 

1.  Charges  by  an  attorney  for  at- 
tending and  advising  a  party  in  a 
suit,  are  taxable  charges;  and 
though  they  be  the  only  taxable 
charges  in  a  bill  of  many  items, 
the  attorney  cannot  recover  any 
part  of  his  demand  without  leaving 
his  bill  with  Defendant  a  month 
before  action,  according  to  2  G.  2. 
c.  23.     Smith  v.  Tat/lor.  259 

2.  The  Defendant,  an  attorney,  was 
sued  for  negligence  in  allowing 
judgment  to  go  by  default  in  an 
action  which  the  Plaintiff  had  re- 
tained him  to  defend :  the  negli- 
gence being  proved,  Held,  it  was 
for  the  attorney  to  defend  himself 
by  shewing,  if  he  could,  that  the 
Plaintiff  had  no  defence  in  that 
action,  and  not  for  the  Plaintiff 
to  begin  by  shewing  he  had  a 
good  defence;  and  so  had  been 


damaged  by  the  judgment  by  de- 
fault. Godefroy V.Jay.  PageM% 
3.  An  attorney  cannot  charge  for 
work  which  is  useless  towards  ac- 
complishing the  object  his  client 
has  in  view,  although  performed 
through  inadvertence  or  inex- 
perience, and  not  with  the  design 
of  imposing  on  the  client.  HUl 
V.  Featherstonhaugh.  569 

AVOWRY. 

See  Pleading,  2. 

AWARD. 
See  Practice,  7. 


BAIL  IN  ERROR. 

The  Plaintiff  below  having  given 
bail  in  error  in  an  action  on  a 
bond,  the  Court  ordered  the  re- 
cognizance to  be  cancelled,  even 
afler  judgment  affirmed  in  the 
Court  below,  and  a  new  writ  of 
error  brought  to  the  House  of 
Lords,  and  though  the  Plaintiff 
was  a  foreigner  and  insolvent. 
Duvergier  v.  FeUotos.  463 

BANKRUPT- 
S'^ Evidence,  11.   Surety.  Exe- 
cution.   Power. 

1.  Under  6  G.4.  c.  16.  *.  120.,  which 
authorises  the  discharge  of  a  cer- 
tificated bankrupt  taken  in  exe- 
cution for  a  debt  provable  under 
his    commission,  the  Court  has 

inci- 
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BANKRUPT. 


incidentallj  the  power  of  stay- 
ing, before  judgment,  proceedings 
against  such  a  bankrupt  for  such 
a  debt.  Sadler  and  Another  v. 
S.  and  C.  Cleaver.  Page  769 

2*  A  second  assignee,  who  continues 
by  suggestion  on  the  record  a 
suit  commenced  by  his  prede- 
cessor, may  under  s,  67*  6  G.  4. 
€.16.  recover  a  penalty  as  well  as 
his  predecessor.   Bates  v.  Sturges. 

585 
S.  A  testator  left  annuities  of  901.  a 
year  to  two  female  servants :  one 
of  the  devisees  married  during  the 
testator's  life,  upon  which,  by  a 
codicil,  he  left  her  annuity  for  her 
sole  and  separate  use :  the  other 
having  married  after  his  death, 
and  there  being  no  such  con- 
dition attached  to  her  annuity, 
Held,  that  it  passed  to  the  as- 
signees of  her  husband  upon  his 
becoming  insolvent.  Caunt  v. 
Ward.  608 

4.  A  second  commission  of  bankrupt 
is  void  while  a  former  one  remains 
in  force :  to  a  replication  in  tres- 
pass, therefore,  asserting  title  to 
goods  under  a  first  commission 
still  in  force,  it  is  ill  for  a  Defend- 
ant  who  claims  under  a  second 
commission,   to   rejoin,   that  the 
goods  were  in  the  order  and  dis- 
position of  the  Plaintiff  by  the 
permission  of  the  assignee  under 
the  first  commission,  and  that  they 
passed  to  the  Defendant  by  the 
assignment    under    the    second. 
NeUon  v.  CherreU  and  Others, 

663 
S«  The  wife  of  a  convict  sentenced 


BILL  OF  EXCHANGE. 

to  transportation,  is  liable  to  be 
made  a  bankrupt  if  she  becomes 
a  trader,  although  her  husband 
remains  in  this  country.  Ex  parte 
Franks^  in  the  MaUer  of  Kezia 
Franks,  a  Bankrupt.       Page  762 

BASTARDY  BOND. 

Debt  on  a  bond  voluntarily  entered 
into  by  Defendant,   the  putau've 
father  of  a  bastard,  to  pay  the 
Plaintiffs,  parish  officers,    2s.  ^. 
a  week  as  long  as  the  child  should 
be  provided  for  at  the  expense  of 
the  parish.     Plea,   that  the  De- 
fendant was  ready  and  willing  to 
provide  for  the    child,    and  re- 
quested the  Plaintifis   to  deliver 
the  child  to  him,    but   that  the 
child  had  been  provided  for  bv 
the  Plaintiffs,  as  parish  officers,  of 
their  own  wrong : 

Held  ill.     Pope  and  Others  v. 
Sole.  477 


BILL  OF  EXCHANGE. 

See  Evidence,  4.     Femb  Covert. 

1.  H.  deposited  with  the  Defendant 
as  a  security  for  goods  sold,  a  bill 
accepted  by  Plaintiff,  for  which 
Plaintiff  had  received  no  value. 

H.  afterwards  paid  for  the 
goods,  and  asked  for  the  restor- 
ation of  the  bill ;  but  the  Defend- 
ant indorsed  it  for  value  to  G. 
who  sued  the  Plaintiff  and  re- 
covered :  Held, 

That  the  Plaintiff  might  re- 
cover of  the  Defendant  the  amount 
of  the  bill  in  an  action  for  money 


BOND. 


CARRIER. 
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paid  to  the  use  of  Defendant,  but 
not  the  costs  of  the  action  by  G. 
against  the  Plaintiff.  Bleaden  v. 
Charles.  Page  246 

2.  The  acceptance  was  written  on  a 
bill  of  exchange  before  the  bill 
was  drawn.  The  declaration  de- 
scribed the  transaction  in  the 
usual  order  of  time ;  the  drawing 
first,  and  then  the  acceptance : 

Held,  no  variance.  MoUoy  v. 
Delves.  428 

S.  Where  the  holder  of  a  bill  of  ex- 
change seeks  to  recover  against 
the  indorser  on  default  of  the  ac- 
ceptor, the  notice  given  to  the 
indorser  should  state,  expressly, 
or  by  necessary  implication,  that 
the  bill  has  been  dishonoured : 

It  is  not  sufficient  to  say  that 
the  holder  looks  to  the  indorser 
for  payment.  Solarte  and  Others 
v.  Palmer  and  Another.  529 


BOND. 

By  43  G.  3.  c.  99.  the  bond  given  to 
the  commissioners  by  a  collector 
of  taxes  is  to  be  conditioned  for 
demanding  the  taxes,  enforcing 
the  provisions  of  the  act,  and  pay- 
ing the  sums  collected  to  the  re- 
ceiver-general. The  Defendant 
was  sued  on  a  bond  which  con- 
tained those  conditions,  and  also 
a  condition  for  accounting  and 
paying  to  the  commissioners  : 
Held,  that  this  lattet  condition 
might  be  rejected  as  surplusage, 
and  did  not  avoid  the  bond.  Col- 
lins and  Othm-s  v.  Gtoynne.      423 


BYE-LAW. 
See  Corporation,  1 


CARRIER,  CASE  AGAINST. 

The  owner  of  a  ship,  by  an  instru- 
ment called  a  charter-party,  ap- 
pointed G.  B.  to  the  command, 
and  agreed  that  G.  B.  should  be 
at  liberty  to  receive  on  board  a 
cargo  of  lawful  goods  (reserving 
100  tons  to  be  laden  for  account 
of  the  owner),  and  proceed  there- 
with to  Calcutta^  and  there  reload 
the  ship  with  a  cargo  of  East 
India  produce,  and  return  there- 
with to  London;  and  upon  her 
arrival  there  and  discharge,  the 
intended  voyage  and  service  should 
end ;  and  the  owner  further  agreed, 
that  a  complement  of  thirty-five 
men  should,  if  possible,  be  kept 
up  ;  that  he  would  supply  the  ship 
with  stores,  and  that  she  might  be 
retained  in  the  said  service  twelve 
months,  or  so  much  longer  as  was 
necessary  to  complete  the  voyage ; 
in  consideration  of  which,  G.B. 
agreed  to  take  the  command,  and 
receive  the  ship  into  his  service 
for  twelve  months  certain,  and 
such  longer  time  as  might  be  ne- 
cessary to  complete  the  voyage, 
and  pay  to  the  owner  for  the  use 
and  hire  of  the  ship  after  the  rate 
of  25s.  per  ton  per  month,  of 
which  1000/.  was  to  be  paid  on 
the  execution  of  the  charter-party. 

And 
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CHAMPERTY. 


COPYHOLD- 


And  it  was  further  agreed  that 
G.  B,  should  remit  all  freight  bills 
for  the  homeward  cargo  to  B.  B, 
and  Co.  in  London^  who  should 
hold  them  as  joint  trustees  for  the 
owner  and  G.  B.:  that  they  should 
be  applied  to  payment  of  the 
balance  of  freight  due  from  G.  B., 
and  the  surplus,  if  any,  be  handed 
over  to  him.  It  was  then  pro- 
vided, that  the  owner  should  have 
an  agent  on  board,  who  was  to 
have  the  sole  management  of  the 
ship's  stores,  and  power  to  dis- 
place G.  B.  for  breach  of  any  co- 
venant in  the  charter-party,  and 
appoint  another  commander.  C. 
and  Co.f  in  Calcutta^  having  know- 
ledge of  this  instrument,  shipped 
goods  on  board  the  vessel  for 
Londofif  which  were  never  deli- 
vered there:  Held,  that  they 
could  not  recover  against  the 
owner.  Nemherry  and  Another  v. 
Colvin  and  Another.       Poge  190 

CERTIFICATE. 
See  Surety.    Ba^tkrupt. 


CHAMPERTY. 

An  agreement  to  communicate  such 
information  as  shall  enable  a  party 
to  recover  a  sum  of  money  by 
action,  and  to  exert  influence  for 
procuring  evidence  to  substantiate 
the  claim,  upon  condition  of  re- 
ceiving a  portion  of  the  sum  reco- 
vered, is  illegal.  Stanley,  Admi- 
nistratrix of  T«  Stanley,  v.  Jones. 

369 


CHARITIES. 

The  subscribers  who  attend  a  com- 
mittee for  managing  the  concerns 
of  a  hospital,  are  liable  to  the  cre- 
ditors of  the  hospital.  Burls  v. 
Smith.  Page  705 

CHARTER-PARTY. 

The  lay  days  allowed  by  a  charter- 
party  for  a  ship's  discharge  are  to 
be  reckoned  from  the  time  of  her 
arrival  at  the  usual  place  of  dis- 
charge, and  not  at  the  port  merely, 
though  she  should  for  the  pur- 
poses of  navigation  discharge  some 
of  her  cargo  at  the  entrance  of 
the  port,  before  arriving  at  the 
usual  place  of  discharge.  Brere- 
ion  and  Others  v.  Chapman. 

559 

CONDITION  PRECEDENT. 
See  Assumpsit,  1. 

CONSTABLE. 
See  Oppicer,  Action  against,  1. 

COPYHOLD. 
See  Devise,  2. 

In  settling  the  value  of  a  copyhold 
fine,  the  tenant  is  not  concluded 
by  the  amount  of  rent  he  may 
have  reserved  on  the  premises, 
but  may  shew  their  value  to  be 
less.    Lord  Vertdam  v.  Howard. 

327 

COR- 


COSTS. 
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CORPORATION. 

Where,  by  charter,  a  select  body  in 
a  corporation  had  power  to  make 
bye-laws  for  the  good  rule  and 
government  of  the  borough,  let- 
ting of  its  lands,  and  other  matters 
and  causes  tvhatsoever  concerning 
the  boroughy  and  by  the  charter  it 
was  also  directed  that  the  mayor, 
bailiffs,  and  burgesses  should,  from 
time  to  time,  elect  other  bur- 
gesses: Held,  that  the  general 
body  of  mayor,  bailiffs,  and  bur- 
gesses might  make  a  bye-law  that 
the  burgesses  should  be  elected 
by  the  select  body.  Rex  v.  West- 
^ood.  Page  1 

COSTS. 
See  Bill  of  Exchange,  1. 

1.  Business  done  under  a  commis- 
sion of  bankruptcy,  is  not  business 
in  respect  of  which  an  attorney  is 
compellable  to  deliver  a  bill  a 
month  before  the  action.  Hamil- 
ton V.  Pitt  and  Others.  232 

2.  The  costs  of  a  view  cannot  be 
allowed,  unless  the  writ  contain 
the  name  of  a  shewer  appointed 
by  the  Defendant  as  well  as  by 
the  Plaintiff.  Taylor  v.  Thomp- 
son. 403 

3.  Though  the  Court  will  not  set  off 
probable  costs  against  costs  actu- 
ally taxed,  yet  where  the  cause  in 
which  probable  costs  are  expected 
is  near  decision,  semble,  they  will 
suspend  execution  for  the  actual 
costs.  Masterman  and  Others  v. 
Malin.  435 


4.  1.  A  successful  party  is  entitled 
to  the  expense  of  a  foreign  wit- 
ness material  to  his  cause,  although 
such  witness  be  not  accessible  by 
subpcena. 

2.  He  is  also  entitled  to  the 
expense  of  detaining  such  witness 
in  this  country  to  await  the  trial 
of  the  cause,  although  opportunity 
is  afforded  of  examination  upon 
interrogatory.  Lonergan  and  An- 
other  V.  Royal  Exchange  Assur" 
ance.  Page  731 

5.  Allowance  may  be  made  in  costs 
for  loss  of  time  to  a  foreign  wit- 
ness, necessary  to  the  success  of 
the  cause,  who  is  not  accessible 
by  subpcena,  and  refuses  to  attend 
without  compensation.  Same  v. 
Same.  736 

6.  In  trover,  a  verdict  was  taken  for 
Plaintiff  to  the  full  amount  of  the 
goods  converted,  the  Plaintiff  con- 
senting to  take  them  back  in  re- 
duction of  damages  upon  its  being 
referred  to  an  arbitrator  by  order 
of  nisi  prius  to  ascertain  the 
amount  of  deterioration,  which 
amount,  with  the  costs  in  the 
cause,  were  to  be  paid  to  the 
Plaintiff:  Held,  that  the  expense 
of  witnesses  attending  the  arbitra- 
tion were  costs  in  the  cause.  2Ve- 
goning  V.  Attenborough.  733 

7.  Defendant  being  arrested  for  500l» 
set  up  her  coverture  as  a  defence, 
and  Plaintiff  recovered  only^  38/. 
for  money  advanced  after  the 
death  of  her  husband.  Upon  an 
application  for  costs  under  43  G.3. 
c.  46.y  the  Plaintiff  having  deposed 
that  he  was  ignorant  of  the  co- 
verture, 
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COVENANT. 


DEVISE. 


verture,  He1d>  that  to  obtain  the 
costs,  Defendant  was  bound  to 
shew  that  the  Plaintiff  knew  of 
the  coverture.    Spooner  v.  Danks, 

Page  772 

COVENANT. 

1.  Defendants  chartered  a  ship  to 
New  Zealand,  where  they  were  to 
load  her,  or  by  an  agent  there  to 
give  Plaintiff,  the  owner,  notice 
that  they  abandoned  the  adven- 
ture ;  in  which  case  they  were  to 
pay  him  500/.  The  ship  went  to 
Neto  Zealand,  but  found  neither 
agent  nor  cargo  there,  and  the 
captain  made  a  circuitous  voyage 
home,  by  way  of  Batavia.  This 
voyage,  after  making  every  allow- 
ance for  increased  expense  and 
loss  of  time,  was  more  profitable 
than  the  original  adventure  to 
Neto  Zealand  would  have  been. 

Plaintiff  having  sued  Defendant 
on  the  charter-party  for  breach  of 
covenant,  held,  that  he  could  not 
recover  the  500/.  penalty  in  addi- 
tion to  the  profit  of  the  homeward 
voyage.  Staniforth  v.  Lt/all  and 
Others.  169 

2.  L.  being  seised  in  fee,  demised 
to  B,  for  twenty-one  years  from 
June  1814:  B.  demised  to  M.  for 
twenty-one  years  from  June  1814 
wanting  twenty-one  days;  and 
then  by  deed  poll  granted  to  L. 
the  indenture  of  lease  to  M,,  the 
premises  thereby  granted,  and  the 
rent  reserved,  to  hold  to  Z.,  his 
executors,  &c.  for  the  term  men- 
tioned in  the  demise  to  M.  L,  by 


lease  and  release  conveyed  the 
premises,   the  reversion  and   re- 
versions, rents,  issues,  and  pro6ts, 
and   all   his   interest    in    fee   to 
Plaintiff  by  way    of   mortgage: 
M.  assigned  his  term  to  Defend- 
ants by  way   of  mortgage,   but 
Defendants  never  entered :  Held, 
1.  that  Plaintiff  might   sue  De- 
fendants on  the  covenants  in  M.'s 
lease ;  2.  that  the  deed  poll  from 
B.  to  L.  did  not  merge  the  chat- 
tel interest  in  the  fee,  or  suspend 
the  right  to  sue  on  the  lease  to 
M.;   3.  that  the  conveyance  in 
fee  from  L.  to  Plaintiff  passed  the 
chattel  interest  created  by  B.  as 
well  as  the  fee.     Burton  v.  Bar- 
dot/  and  Perkins.  Page  745 

CUSTOM  OF  THE  COUNTRY. 
See  Lease,  1. 


DAMAGES. 
See  Distress. 


DEMISE. 
See  Landlord  and  Tenant,  2. 

DEVISE. 

1.  Testator  devised  real  property  to 
the  heir  of  Mrs.  R.  of  B.,  (who 
was  living  at  his  death,)  and  in 
case  such  heir  should  die  with- 
out  issue,  to  the  next  heir  of 
Mrs.  R. : 

Held, 


DEVISE. 
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Held,  that  Mrs.  R.*8  eldest  son  | 
took   an  estate   tail   in  the  pro* 
perty.     Came  and  Mary  his  Wife 
V.  Roche  the  younger.      P^g^  226 

2.  Since  the  statute  55  G.  3.  c.  192., 
a  copyhold  will  pass  under  a  ge- 
neral devise  of  real  estate,  although 
there  be  no  surrender  to  the  use 
of  the  will.  Doe  d,  Clarke  v. 
Ludlam  and  Another.  275 

3.  Devise  of  land  to  trustees,  in 
trust  to  put  E,  E.  in  possession  of 
them  when  she  comes  of  age,  and 
if  she  die  during  her  minority,  or 
without  issuey  in  trust  for  7*.  E. 
But  if  E.  E.  attain  twenty-one  or 
marry,  one  third  for  the  use  of 
the  first  male  issue  of  her  body ; 
one  third  for  the  use  of  the  se- 
cond male  issue ;  and  one  third 
for  the  use  of  the  third  male 
issue ;  charged  with  an  annuity 
for  E.  E.  But  if  E,E.  die  with- 
out male  issue,  and  leave  female 
issue,  for  the  use  of  the  female 
issue  and  the  heirs  male  of  their 
bodies : 

Held,  that  E.  E»  took  an  estate 
tail.  Pemietvan  v.  Mitchell  and 
Wife  and  Another.  351 

4.  Devise  to  Z).,  Z».,  F.,  and  S. 
(females),  and  in  case  any  of  them 
die,  leaving  a  daughter  or  daugh- 
ters, her  share  to  go  to  such 
daughters  in  seniority  ;  but  if  any 
of  them,  D.J  Z..,  F.,  and  S.,  should 
die  without  issue  in  the  lifetime  of 
M.  C.  A,  and  W.y  the  share  of  her 
and  them  so  dying  to  go  to  F.  and 
others  in  succession.  All  the  rest 
and  residue  of  the  devisor's  estates 
to  go  to  D.i 


Held,  that  D.,  Z.,  F.,  and  S., 
and  their  daughters  took  estates 
for  life,  and  D.  a  remainder  in 
fee  in  the  whole.  Bennett  v.  L&ine. 

Page  535 

5.  1.  An  executor  cannot  take  the 
residue  of  the  testator's  property 
for  his  own  benefit,  where  the  will 
contains  a  specific  bequest  to  him 
for  his  care  and  trouble. 

2.  Parol  evidence  of  a  testator's 
declarations  can  only  be  received 
to  shew  what  his  intentions  were 
at  the  time  of  making  his  will. 

3.  Such  evidence  of  declara- 
tions in  favour  of  giving  the  resi- 
due to  the  executor,  cannot  be 
received  where  the  will  contains  a 
specific  bequest  to  the  executor. 
Whitaher  v.  Tatham.  628 

6.  Testator  commenced  his  will  as 
follows :  —  "  As  touching  such 
worldly  property  wherewith  it 
hath  pleased  God  to  bless  me,  I 
give,  devise,  and  dispose  of  the 
same  in  manner  following ;"  and, 
after  various  bequests  and  devises, 
concluded :  "  AH  the  rest  of  my 
worldly  goods,  bonds,  notes,  book 
debts,  and  ready  money,  and  every 
thing  else  I  die  possessed  of,  I 
give  to  my  son  George:** 

Held,  that  George  took  a  fee  in 
lands  of  the  testator  not  specifi- 
cally devised  by  the  will.  Wilce 
V.  Wilce.  664 


DIES  NON. 


See  Practice,  1. 


DIS- 
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EVIDENCE. 


DISTRESS. 

See  Landlord  and  Tenant,  2. 
Pleading,  5. 

The  Defendant  wrongfully  seized 
goods,  and  placed  a  man  in  pos- 
session of  them  for  some  days : 
Held,  the  owner  might  recover 
damages,  although  he  had  the  use 
of  the  goods  all  the  time.  Bat/- 
liss  V.  Fisher.  Page  153 


EJECTMENT. 

See  Practice,  2. 

Ejectment.  The  Plaintiff  proved 
twenty  years'  possession.  The 
Defendant  ten  years  following  the 
twenty : 

Held,  that  the  Plaintiff  was  en- 
titled to  recover.  Doe  d.  Hard- 
ing  V.  Cooke,  346 

EMBLEMENTS. 

A  lease  having  been  granted  on 
condition  that  if  the  lessee  con- 
tracted a  debt  on  which  he  should 
be  sued  to  judgment  which  should 
be  followed  by  execution,  the 
lessor  should  re-enter  as  of  his 
former  estate,  and  the  lessor  hav- 
ing re-entered  after  a  judgment 
and  execution,  Held,  he  was  en- 
titled to  the  emblements.  Davis 
and  Others^  Assignees  of  White ,  a 
Bankrupt,  v.  Eyton.  154? 

ENCLOSURE  ACT. 

Plaintiff  pleaded  a  right  of  common 
under  an  award  of  commissioners 


appointed  by  an  enclosure  act, 
which  authorized  them  to  award 
such  rights  in  respect  of  certain 
messuages  in  G.,  and  gave  an  ap- 
peal in  three  months  after  the 
award,  by  feigned  issue,  and  to 
the  .quarter  sessions : 

Held,  that  the  limited  time 
having  elapsed,  it  was  not  neces- 
sary for  him  to  shew  the  original 
right  in  respect  of  which  the  com- 
missioners had  given  him  the  right 
in  the  award.     Phillips  v.  Maile. 

Page  133 

ERROR, 

See  Practice,  18. 

ESTATE  PUR  AUTRE  VIE. 

A  rent-charge  pur  autre  vie,  if 
grantee  dies  living  cestui  que  xne, 
goes  to  grantee's  executor,  though 
not  named  in  the  grant.  Bear- 
park  V.  Hutchinson  and  Mary  his 
Wife.  179 

EVIDENCE. 
See  Devise,  5.    Waste. 

1.  Defendants,  sued  by  a  corpora- 
tion for  making,  while  directors, 
false  entries  in  the  books  of  the 
corporation,  Held  not  entitled  to 
inspect  the  books  of  the  corpora- 
tion ;  at  all  events,  not  without  an 
affidavit  that  such  inspection  was 
necessary  to  their  defence,  /m- 
perial  Gas  Company  v.  Clarke  and 
Others.  95 

2.  Plaintiff  demanded  40^.  upon  an 
agreement  by  Defendant,  an  in- 
coming tenant,  to  pay  for  growing 

crops: 


EVIDENCE. 
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crops:  the  Defendant  offered  to 
pay  17/* :  Held,  no  evidence  to  sup- 
port a  count  upon  an  account  stated. 
Wayman  v.  HUliard.      Page  100 

3.  A  bankrupt  cannot  be  called  as  a 
witness  to  explain  an  act  which 
may  defeat  his  commission.  Sayer^ 
Assignee  of  Cort^  Bankrupt,  v. 
Garnett.  102 

4.  W,  drew  a  bill  on  the  Defendant, 
to  whom  he  had  been  sending 
goods  for  sale,  and  Defendant 
accepted  the  bill,  neither  party 
knowing  the  state  of  the  account 
between  them  :  it  turned  out  that 
fV.  was  at  the  time  indebted  to 
the  Defendant. 

IV.  lurking,  from  his  creditors 
at  large,  after  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy, indorsed  the  bill,  upon 
importunity,  to  Plaintiff,  one  of 
his  creditors  with  whom  he  was 
on  friendly  t^rms,  and  then  be- 
came a  bankrupt. 

Plaintiff  having  sued  Defendant 
on  the  bill,  Held, 

That  }V,  was  an  admissible  wit- 
ness in  the  cause,  and  the  jury 
having  found  for  the  Defendant, 
the  Court  refused  to  disturb  the 
verdict.  Bagnall  and  Another  v. 
Andrews.  217 

5.  Where  the  question  was,  whether 
a  slip  of  land  between  some  old 
enclosures  and  the  highway  vested 
in  the  lord  of  the  manor  or  the 
owner  of  the  adjoining  freehold, 
Held,  that  evidence  might  be  re- 
ceived of  acts  of  ownership  by  the 
lord  of  the  manor  on  similar  slips 
of  land  not  adjoining  his  own  free- 
hold, in  various  parts  of  the  manor. 
Doe  d.  Barrett  v.  Kemp.  832 

Vol.  VII. 


6.  Libel.  Tlie  Plaintiff  alleged  that 
he  carried  on  in  an  honest  and 
lawful  manner  the  trade  of  a  ma- 
nufacturer of  bitters,  and  that  the 
Defendant  libelled  him  in  his  trade 
by  publishing  that  the  bitters  were 
made  to  adulterate  porter;  per 
quod  the  Plaintiff  was  ruined : 

Held,  that  under  the  general 
issue  the  Defendant  might  give  in 
evidence  that  the  Plaintiff's  trade 
was  illegal,  and  that  his  bitters 
had  been  condemned  in  the  Court 
of  Exchequer.  Manning  v.  Cfe- 
ment,  362. 

7.  A  party  to  the  record  is  a  com- 
petent witness,  provided  he  be 
disinterested.  Worrall  v.  Jones, 
and  Others,  396. 

8.  A  new  trial  having  been  granted, 
the  Court  allowed  the  Plaintiff  to 
have  inspection  of  a  deed  read  in 
evidence  by  the  Defendant  at  the 
first  trial.  Hetoitt  v. Pigott.  Page ^00 

9.  1.  A  landlord  who  sued  a  sheriff 
for  not  reserving  a  year's  rent  on 
an  execution  against  a  tenant,  re- 
leased the  rent  after  the  jury  were 
sworn,  to  make  the  tenant  a  wit- 
ness: 

Held,  that  he  was  not  thereby 
precluded  from  recovering  against 
the  sheriff  the  amount  of  the  rent. 

2.  The  statute  11  G.2.  cA9. 
which  gives  the  landlord  an  action 
against  the  sheriff  in  such  a  case, 
applies  to  the  case  of  lessee  and 
under-tenant,  as  well  as  to  the  case 
of  landlord  and  lessee*  Thurgood 
v.  Richardson,  428 

10.  A  book  in  which  the  steward 
of  a  manor  entered  the  fines  as- 
sessed, as  well  those  paid  as  those 

3  G  unpaid, 
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nnpaid,  Held*  not  evidence  for  the 
lord  of  the  manor  to  shew  what 
fines  had  been  paid,  although  the 
steward  had  received  it  from  his 
predecessor,  and  it  was  accessible 
to  all  the  tenants.  Dean  and 
Chapter  ofEiy  v.  Caldecott. 

Page  4S3 

11*  Where  a  bankrupt  made  a  pay- 
ment  to  Defendant  on  the  eve  of 
bankruptcy,  as  he  said,  and  as 
circuoutancee  indicated*  to  bene- 
fit the  Defendant,  Held,  that  the 
assignee  might  recover  the  amount 
of  the  Defendant,  notwithstanding 
the  Defendant  adduced  evidence 
to  shew  that  he  had  pressed  for 
payment,  and  had  threatened  to 
arrest  the  bankrupt. 

2.  Notwitlistandingsuch  a  threat, 
the  motives  and  state  of  mind  of 
the  bankrupt  at  the  time  of  pay- 
ment may  properly  be  left;  to  the 
jury,  upon  a  question  whether  the 
payment  was  voluntary  or  com- 
pulsory. Cook  and  Another,  As- 
signees of  Baker y  a  Bankrupt,  v. 
Rogers.  4^8 

12.  The  Plaintiffs  sued  in  trover  for 
goods,  of  which  they  alleged  they 
had  been  deprived  by  fraud  in  the 
Defendants'  agent:  Held,  that 
they  might  prove  the  contract 
made  by  the  agent,  without  call- 
ing  him  as  a  witness,  although  the 
Defendants  were  not  privy  to  the 
fraud.  Irving  and  Others  v. 
Moily  and  Another.  54-3 

IS.  Plaintiff's  witnesses  alleged  that 
Plaintiff  bargained  to  give  Plain- 
tiff's colt  for  Defendant's  mare  and 
10/. ;  and  that  Plaintiff's  colt  was 
net  warranted. 


Defendant's  servant  produced  a 
receipt  as  follows,  which  he  had 
drawn  up  when  be  paid  the  10/., 
some  time  after  the  bargain  : 

•*  Received  10/.  for  a  colt  war- 
ranted  sound."  This  receipt  was 
signed  by  the  Plaintiff,  an  illiterate 
man :  Held,  that  the  receipt  was 
not  conclusive ;  and  that  it  was 
properly  left  to  the  jury  to  find 
whether  the  warranty  of  the  colt 
formed  any  part  of  the  bargain,  or 
was  inserted  in  the  receipt  without 
authority,  by  an  after- thought  of 
the  Defendant's  servant.  Fair- 
maner  v.  Budd.  Poge  51^ 

14.  Defendant  agreed  to  convey  on 
board  his  ship  a  boat  for  the  Plain- 
tiff, of  certain  dimensions.  Plain- 
tiff presented  a  decked  boat,  within 
the  size  agreed  on  : 

Held,  that  evidence  was  pro- 
perly received  of  a  practice  to 
take  off  the  decks  of  such  boats 
when  they  were  stowed  on  board 
ships;  and  that  the  Plaintiff  having 
declined  to  permit  his  deck  to  be 
removed,  could  not  sue  the  De- 
fendant for  breach  of  agreement. 
Haynes  v.  HoUiday.  587 

15.  The  Defendant  not  denying  an 
imputation  that  he  had  instigated 
a  servant  to  steal  a  lease  material 
to  the  determination  of  the  Plain- 
tiff's cause,  the  Court  made  abso- 
lute a  rule  for  giving  secondary 
evidence  of  its  contents.  Doe 
d.  Pearson  v.  Ries.  724 

EXCESSIVE  DAMAGES. 
See  New  Trial,  3* 

EXECU- 


FEME  COVERT. 


FOREIGN  COURT.      799 


EXECUTION. 

Judgment  of  nonsuit  was  signed  and 
execution  sued  out  after  a  com- 
mission of  bankrupt  against  Plain- 
tiff; but  the  first  day  of  the  term, 
to  which  the  judgment  related, 
was  anterior  to  the  commission : 
Held,  that  the  costs  were  not  a 
debt  provable  under  the  commis- 
sion, and  that  the  Plaintiff  was  not 
entitled  to  set  aside  the  execution. 
Brough  V.  AdcocL  Page  650 

EXECUTOR. 
See  Devise,  5. 

EXTINGUISHMENT. 
See  Covenant,  2. 


FEIGNED  ISSUE, 
See  Practice,  15. 


FEME-COVERT. 
See  Bankrupt,  3. 5. 

1.  Held;  that  the  indorsee  might 
recover  against  the  acceptor  on  a 
bill  of  exchange  drawn  and  in- 
dorsed by  a  married  woman,  with 
the  consent  of  her  husband.  Prest- 
voick  and  Another  v.  Marshall  565 

2.  Defendant,  a  married  woman, 
was  arrested  upon  a  bill  of  ex- 
change which  she  had  given  for 
the  education  of  children  by  a 


former  husband.  The  Plaintiff 
having  been  apprised  of  the  se- 
cond marriage,  the  Court  dis- 
charged the  Defendant  upon  a 
summary  application,  although  she 
had  given  out  that  she  had  pro- 
perty of  her  own,  and  that  the  bill 
would  be  duly  paid.  Slater  v. 
MUls.  Page  606 

FINE  AND  RECOVERY. 
See  Practice,  S. 

1.  Parties  may  insist  on  having  the 
indentures  of  a  fine  made  to  agree 
with  the  concord,  by  the  insertion 
of  all  limitations  of  legal  estates 
contained  in  the  concord.  Butt, 
Demandant;  Noel  and  Wife, 
Deforciants  338 

2.  Where  the  warrant  of  attorney 
and  deed  to  lead  the  uses  were 
executed  in  a  name  by  which  the 
vouchee  was  commonly  known, 
the  Court  refused  to  amend  the 
recovery  by  substituting  a  different 
name  by  which,  as  he  afterwards 
discovered,  he  had  been  baptized. 
Addiss  Demandant ;  Norris,  Te- 
nant ;  Povoer^  Vouchee.  4i55 

FOREIGN  COURT,  SEN- 
TENCE OF. 

The  sentence  of  a  foreign  court  of 
admiralty  is  not  conclusive  as  to 
the  ground  of  condemnation,  un- 
less it  be  explicitly  stated  what 
the  ground  is :  Held,  that  this  did 
not  appear  on  a  sentence  which 
stated  *'  that  the  ship  George  had 
sailed  from  Liverpool  knowing  of 
3  G  2  the 


800 


GUABANTY. 


INSURANCE. 


'  the  blockade  of  Buenos  Ayres  by 
the  Emperor  of  Brazil^  from  a 
short  distance  of  which  port  she 
was  taken,  and  for  that  reason 
ought  to  be  considered  as  violating 
the  blockade;  besides  which,  it 
was  notorious  the  captured  had 
endeavoured  to  get  goods  into 
Buenos  Ayres,  as  was  clear  from 
the  evasive  answers  of  the  cap- 
tain; that  the  captured  had  net 
the  plliusible  excuse  of  going  first 
to  Monte  Video,  and  thereby  com- 
plying with  the  published  instruc- 
tions ;  from  all  which,  and  from 
what  the  documents  stated,  the 
ship  was  adjudged  good  prize. 
Dalgleish  and  Others  v.  Hodgson, 

Page  495 

FORFEITURE. 
See  Emblements,  1. 

FRAUDULENT  PREFERENCE. 
Sftf  Evidence,  11. 


GAMING. 


Held,  that  the  Plaintiff  though  an 
indorsee  for  valuable  consider- 
ation, could  not  recover  on  a  bill 
given  in  payment  of  a  bet  above 
100/.  lost  at  a  legal  horse  race. 
ShiUiio  V.  Theed.  405 

GUARANTY. 

Defendant  guaranteed  Piainti^ 
against  debts  to  be  contracted  by 
L.  M.  to  the  extent  of  400/.  — 


Z.  M.  became  indebted  to  Plain- 
tiffs to  the  amount  of  625/.,  upon 
which,  by  a  composition  with  his 
creditors,  he  paid  them  8^.  Id.  in 
the  pound,  leaving  due  to  the 
Plaintiffs  out  of  their  whole  claim 
356/. 

The  Defendants  being  sued  for 
that  sum  on  their  guaranty, 

Held,  that  they  were  entitled 
to  deduct  from  it  171/»  13i.  4</.> 
the  amount  of  the  dividend  of 
85.  Td.  in  the  pound  upon  400^. 
Bardwell  and  Others  v.  LydalL 

Page  489 


INSURANCE. 


See  Foreign  Court,  sentence 

OF. 

1.  Plaintiff  effected  a  policy  of  in- 
surance against  fire,  with  a  con- 
dition that  the  Plaintiff  sboald 
forfeit  all  benefit  under  the  policy, 
if  there  were  any  fraud  or  false 
swearing  in  the  claim  he  made. 

A  fire  ensued,  and  the  Plaintiff 
made  a£Bdavit  of  damage  to  the 
extent  of  1085/.  Having  sued  for 
the  amount,  and  a  jury  having 
found  a  verdict  for  him,  with  only 
500/.  damages, 

The  Court  granted  a  new  trial. 
Levy  V.  BaiUie  and  Others.     349 

2.  Policy  on  goods  in  Java  Packet 
at  and  from  Sincapore^  Penang, 
Malacca^  Batavia,  all  or  any,  to 
ship's  port  of  discharge  in  £»• 
rope,  with  leave  to  touch,  stay, 
and  trade  at  all  or  any  ports  and 
places  whatever  and  wheresoever 

in 


INTEREST. 


JUDGMENT. 


80! 


in  the  East  Indies  or  elsewhere, 
beginning  the  adventure  upon 
the  goods  from  the  loading  there- 
of on  board,  as  above  ;  with  leave 
in  that  voyage  to  proceed  and 
sail  to  and  touch  and  stay  at  any 
ports  or  places  whatsoever  and 
wheresoever,  in  any  direction^  and 
for  any  purpose,  necessary  or 
otherwise,  particularly  Sincapore, 
Penangi  Malacca^  and  Batavia, 
Cape  of  Good  Hope,  and  St.  He- 
lena :  the  ship  took  goods  on 
board  at  Batavia;  proceeded  to 
Sourabaya,  which  is  1-00  miles  to 
the  eastward  of  Batavia,  and  di- 
rectly out  of  the  course  from 
Batavia,  Sincapore,  Penang,  or 
Malacca,  to  Europe;  took  goods 
on  board  at  Sourabaya  ;  returned 
to  Baiavia;  and  thence  proceeded 
to  Europe:  Held,  that  the  voyage 
performed  was  a  voyage  covered 
by  the  policy ;  that  the  proceed- 
ing to  Sourabaya  was  no  devi- 
ation ;  and  that  the  goods  put  on 
board  at  Sourabaya  were  covered 
by  the  policy  as  well  as  those 
put  on  board  at  Batavia,  Leathly 
V.  Hunter,  Page  517 

INTEREST. 

Held,  that  interest  was  not  payable 
on  the  following  instrument,  given 
by  the  Defendants  to  the  Plain- 
tiff:—  "  We  hereby  undertake  to 
pay  you,  agreeably  to  instruc- 
tions firom  J.  W*,  the  sum  of 
1262/.  on  his  account,  as  soon  as 
we  shall  have  received  from  R, 
and  R.y  of  New  South  Wales,  the 


amount  of  monies  in  their  hands 
belonging  to  J,  W,,  and  now  un- 
der attachment  by  you." 

By  the  instructions  from  <7.  W,^ 
the  payment  was  to  be  taken  in 
discharge  of  a  bill  of «/.  W*%  at 
nine  months  after  date,  in  the 
hands  of  Plaintiff,  and  which  De- 
fendants were  to  receive  from 
him  on  payment  of  the  19^91. 
Hare  v.  Richards  and  Another, 

Page25it 


JOINT  STOCK  CX)MPANY- 

See  Charities. 

Defendants  consented  to  become 
directors,  bought  shares,  and  at- 
tended meetings  of  a  projected 
water  company,  for  which  an  act 
of  parliament  was  to  be  obtained : 

Having  done  no  act  to  divert 
themselves  of  their  interest  in  the 
concern, 

Held,  that  though  no  act  of 
parliament  was  obtained,  and  the 
project  failed,  they  were  respon- 
sible for  works  ordered  at  subse- 
quent meetings  o£  the  projectors, 
which  they  did  not  attend.  Dou- 
bleday  v.  Muskett  and  Lousada, 

109 

JUDGMENT. 

See  Paactice,  10. 

A  nolle  prosequi  as  to  part,  entered 

up  q/ier  judgment  for  the  whole, 

is  equivalent  to  a  retraxHi  and  a 

3  G  3  bar 


802  LANDLORD  &  TENANT. 


LICENCE,  PAROL. 


bar  to  any  future  action  for  the 
same  cause.    Bofwden  v.  Home, 

Page  716 


LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 
See  Pleading,  5. 

1.  L  The  mere  removal  of  goods  by 
the  tenant  from  premises  demised, 
when  rent  is  in  arrear,  is  not,  of 
itself,  fraudulent  as  against  the 
landlord ;  to  justify  the  landlord 
in  pursuing  them,  he  must  shew 
that  they  were  removed  with  a 
view  to  elude  a  distress. 

2.  In  replevin,  where  the  ver- 
dict 18  for  the  Plaintiff,  the  Court 
will  not  grant  a  new  trial,  even  on 
payment  of  costs,  without  very 
clear  grounds;  for  the  landlord 
has  other  remedies  for  his  rent, 
and  a  new  trial  would  renew  the 
liability  of  the  sureties,  and  the 
Plaintiff's  risk  of  paying  double 
costs.    Parry  v.  Duncan.        243 

%  A  tenant  entered  under  an  agree- 
ment, containing  stipulations  for 
a  lease  at  25/.  a  year,  and  an 
engagement  by  the  landlord  to 
complete  certain  erections.  The 
erections  were  never  completed, 
and  the  tenant  never  paid  any 
rent;  but  being  called  on  after 
some  years'  occupation,  said  he 
was  ready  to  pay  what  was  due, 
provided  the  erections  were  com- 
pleted, and  an  allowance  made 
him  for  the  expense  of  some  re- 
pairs: 


Held,  that  a  demise  at  a  rent  cer- 
tain could  not  be  implied  so  as  to 
entitle  the  landlord  to  distrain. 
Regnart  v.  Porter  and  Another. 

Page  451 

LEASE. 

1.  If  the  lease  contain  no  stipulations 
as  to  the  mode  of  quitting,  the 
off-going  tenant  is  entitled  to  bis 
'way-going  crop,  according  to  the 
custom  of  the  country,  even  though 
the  terms  of  holding  may  be  in- 
consistent with  such  a  custom. 
Holding  V.  Pigott.  465 

2.  *'  G.  F.  does  tliis  day  agree  to 
let  to  J.  S.  three  cottages  for  ten 
years ;.  he  further  agrees  to  build 
a  brewhouse  and  make  a  cellar; 
at  the  rent  of  35/. :  he  agrees  to 
pay  the  ground  rent ;  and  has  this 
pay  received  4/.  from  J.  S.  in 
earnest : " 

Held,  an  actual  demise,  and 
not  an  agreement  for  a  lease. 
Staniforth  v.  Fox.  590 

LIBEL. 
See  Evidence,  6. 

LICENCE,  PAROL. 

Plaintiff's  father,  by  oral  licence, 
permitted  Defendants  to  lower 
the  bank  of  a  river  and  make  a 
weir  above  Plaintiff's  mill,  where- 
by less  water  than  before  flowed 
to  Plaintirs  mill.  Held,  that 
Plaintiff  could  not  sue  Defendanu 
for  contibuing  the  weir.  Liggins 
V.  Inge  and  Another*  682 


NEW  TRIAL. 


803 


MEMORANDA,  234,  774. 

MERGER. 

See  Covenant,  2. 

MONEY  LENT. 
See  Assumpsit,  2. 

MONEY  PAID. 
See  Bill  of  Exchange,  1. 

MORTGAGE. 

See  Stamp,  2. 

The  attorney  for  the  mortgagee, 
who  was  also  attorney  for  the 
mortgagor,  having  applied  to  the 
occupier  of  the  land  for  rent  to  pay 
the  interest  of  the  mortgage  with, 
and  having  tliceatened  to  distrain, 
Held,  that  the  mortgagee  could 
not  treat  the  occupier  as  a  tres- 
passer, and  eject  him  on  a  demise 
anterior  to  the  application  by  his 
attorney  as  above.  Doe  dent, 
Whiiaher  v.  Hales.         Page  322 


NEW  TRIAL. 

See  Practice,  14.    Landlord 
AND  Tenant,  1. 

1.  The  Court  will  not  grant  a  new 
trial,  even  on  payment  of  costs, 
where  the  Defendant  or  his  attorney 
having  an  opportunity  of  trying, 


permits  a  verdict  to  be  taken 
against  him  as  in  an  undefended 
cause.  Breach  v.  Casterton  and 
Others.  Page  9,9Ai 

2.  Where  a  Defendant  omitted  to 
appear  at  the  trial  ia  an  action  for 
crim.  con.  with  his  sister-in-law, 
and  the  jury  gave  more  damages 
than  were  laid  in  the  declaration^ 
the  Defendant  assigning  no  good 
reason  for  not  appearing  to  de< 
fend,  the  Court  refused  to  grant  a 
new  trial  on  any  terms.  Masters 
V.  Barnwell.  224 

3.  An  importunate  beggar  having 
refused  to  quit  the  Defendant's 
premises,  the  Defendant  ordered 
him  to  be  apprehended  by  a  con- 
stable, which  was  done,  and  he 
remained  in  custody  one  night  at 
an  inn;  the  next  day  he  was 
brought  again  before  the  Defend- 
ant, who  told  him  he  might  have 
two  sovereigns  or  go  before  a 
magistrate  ;  the  beggar  stipulated 
for  something  more  to  pay  his 
charges  at  the  inn;  Defendant 
gave  him  half-a-crown  and  some 
refreshment,  and  the  beggar  de- 
parted. Having  afterwards  sued 
the  Defendant  for  the  imprison- 
ment, and  the  jury  having  given 
100/.  damages,  the  Court  granted 
a    new    trial.      Price  v.  Severn. 

316 

4.  The  Court  will  not  permit  a  party 
to  move  for  a  new  trial  on  an  ob- 
jection to  the  applicability  of  evi- 
dence, unless  the  objection  be 
taken  before  the  Judge  commences 
his  summing  up.  Abbott  Y.Par* 
sons.  563 

3  G  4  NOL. 


80*    PAWNBROKERS' ACT. 


PLEADING. 


NOL.  PROS. 
See  Judgment. 


OPnCER;  ACTION  AGAINST. 

Under,  a  warrant  against  the  goods 
of  A,f  the  Defendant*  an  overseer* 
took  goods  already  in  the  hands 
of  the  bailiff  of  A.'s  landlord,  as  a 
distress  for  rent:  Held*  that  the 
Defendant  was  not  protected  by 
the  atxth  aection  of  24  G.  2.  c.  44. 
Kay  V.  Grover  and  Another. 

Page  312 


PARTNERS. 


See  Agreement,  construction 

OF. 

PART  OWNER. 

A  part  owner  of  a  ship  is  not  neces- 
sarily a  partner  ;  therefore,  a  part 
owner,  who  as  ship's  husband  in- 
curs the  expense  of  the  outfit, 
may  sue  the  other  part  owners 
separately  for  their  respective 
shares  of  the  expense.  Helme  v. 
Smith.  709 

4 

PAWNBROKERS'  ACT. 

A  pawnbroker  advanced  200/.  to  a 

trader  in  distress,  upon  a  deposit 

of  silks,  and  entered  the  transac- 

'      tion  in  his  books  as  several  ad- 


vances, each  of  less  than  10/.*  but 
amounting  in  the  whole  to  200/. 

The  trader  having  become  bank- 
rupt, and  his  assignee  having  sued 
in  trover  for  the  silks,  the  Court 
refused  to  disturb  a  verdict  found 
for  the  Plaintiff  upon  a  direction 
to  the  jury  to  find  whether  the 
goods  had  been  deposited  on  a 
contract  to  pay  more  than  5  per 
cent,  interest.  Tregontngf  As- 
signee of  Innes  and  Another ,  Bank- 
rupts,  V.  Attenborough.      Page  97 

PAYMENT. 
See  Guaranty,  1. 

PLEADING. 

See  Slander.    Waste. 

I.  Slander.  A  count,  afler  an  in- 
ducement that  one  «/•  P.  had  be- 
come bankrupt*  and  that  Plaintiff 
was  about  to  prove  a  debt  justly 
due  under  his  commission*  chai^d 
the  Defendant  with  saying  of  the 
Plaintiff,  in  his  trade  of  a  livery 
stable  keeper,  and  in  a  discourse 
touching  the  matter  before  men- 
tioned, — 

*^  He  is  a  regular  prover  under 
bankruptcies;"  meaning, that  the 
Plaintiff  was  accustomed  to  prove 
fictitious  debts  under  commis- 
sions : 

Held  ill,  without  a  previous 
averment  that  the  Defendant  had 
been  accustomed  to  employ  the 
words  in  that  sense.  Angle  v. 
Alexander.  119 

2k  The  want  of  a  precise  allegation  in 

an 


POWER- 


PRACTICE. 


805 


an  avowry,  that  the  Plainti£P  was 
tenant  to  the  avowant,  is  not  fatal, 
if  it  can  otherwise  be  collected 
from  the  avowry  that  the  Plaintiff 
was  such  tenant.  Innes  v.  Col- 
quhon.  Page  265 

3.  In  justification  of  an  assault,  the 
Defendants  pleaded,  that  they 
were  duly  assembled  as  a  select 
vestry,  and  extruded  the  Plaintiff, 
being  an  intruder.  One  of  the 
select  vestry  having  received  no 
notice  of  the  meeting,  Held,  that 
the  justification  was  not  made 
out.  DobsOn  V.  Fussy  and  Others. 

305 

4.  In  case  for  an  injury  to  his  rever- 
sion, the  Plaintiff  declared  that  the 
premises  'n  question  were  in  the 
occupation  of  <S.  P.  as  tenant  to 
him:  Held,  that  the  allegation 
was  sufficiently  proved  by  shew- 
ing that  S.  P.  had  been  let  into 
possession  by,  and  paid  rent  to,  a 
cestuique  trusty  to  whom  Plaintiff 
was  trustee.     VaUanCe  v.  Savage. 

595 

5.  I.  A  plea  under  11  G.  2.  c.  19. 
5. 7.»  justifying  the  breaking  open 
a  lock  to  distrain  cattle  which 
have  been  fraudulently  removed 
to  elude  a  distress  for  rent,  must 
aver  that  a  constable  was  present 
when  the  lock  was  broken. 

2.  A  plea  of  recaption  upon  a 
rescue  must  aver  that  the  recap- 
tion was  on  fresh  pursuit.  Rich 
V.  WooUey  and  Others.  651 

POWER. 

By  marriage  settlement  the  husband 
took  |in  estate  iot  life,  with  power 


of  appointment  to  children ;  re- 
mainder to  trustees  to  preserve, 
&c. ;  remainder  to  children  in  tail 
in  default  of  appointment;  re- 
mainder to  husband  in  fee  in  de- 
fault of  issue. 

The  husband  became  bankrupt, 
conveyed  in  the  usual  way  all  his- 
property  by  bargain  and  sale  to 
his  assignees,  and  afterwards  exe- 
cuted an  appointment  to  his  son 
in  fee,  afler  his  own  life  estate. 
The  assignees  sold  their  interest 
to  the  bankrupt's  mother: 

Held,  that  the  son  took  nothing 
under  the  appointment,  but  was 
entitled  to  an  estate  tail  under  the 
original  settlement.  Badhatn  and 
Sarah  his  fVifCf  late  Sarah  Mee^ 
S.  P.  Mee,  an  Itifant,  and  Others, 
V.  Richard  MeCy  C.  Mee,  and  J. 
Mee,  and  Others.  Poge  695 

PRACTICE. 

1.  A  sci.  Ja.  must  lie  four  juridical 
days  in  the  office;  and  Holy 
Thursday  is  not  a  juridical  day, 
although  the  office  be  open  upon 
paying  an  extra  fee.  Scott  v. 
Larkin.  iQg 

2.  Under  1  G.  4.  c.  87.  s.  3.  the  De- 
fendant in  ejectment  must  give 
two  additional  sureties  on  bring- 
ing error,  although  he  has  before 
given  two  sureties  on  commencing 
the  action.  Roie  d.Durant  v. Moore. 

124 

3.  An  attorney  of  the  great  sessions 
in  Wales  is  competent  to  take  an 
acknowledgment  on  which  a  re- 
covery may  pass.     Dtpoies,  De" 

mandant ; 


90& 
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mandani;  Dawson,  Tenant;  Evans  f 
Vpufikee.  Poge  149 

4*  Upon  service  of  a  rule  nisit  it  is 
not  neceanry  to  shew  the  original 
rule,  unless  where  it  is  proposed 
to  bring  the  party  into  contempt. 
Hohaes  t.  Senior.  162 

5*  Where  a  Plaintiff  arrested  a  De- 
fendant for  the  amount  of  two 
items,  and  recovered  for  one  only, 
'  oiaring  no  evidence  on  the  other, 
the  Court  discharged  the  Defend- 
ant on  common  bail,  upon  the 
Plaintiff  arresting  him  a  second 
time  for  the  item  in  respect  of 
which  no  evidence  had  been 
ofiered  in  the  first  action.  Ha- 
millon  T.  PiU  and  Others.        250 

6*  In  an  action  by  indorsee  against 
drawer,  the  affidavit  to  hold  to 
bail  must  allege  the  default  of  the 
acceptor.    Buckxaorih  v.  Levy, 

251 

7.  Defendant  gave  Plaintiff  to  under- 
stand he  intended  to  move  to  set 
aside  an  award  between  them. 

Plaintiff,  who  intended  to  make 
the  same  motion,  allowed  a  term 
to  elapsjB,  and  then  moved,  the 
Defendant  having  omitted  to  do 
so: 

Held,  no  sufficient  reason  for 
the  delay.    Emet  v.  Ogden.     258 

8.  A  clergyman  arrested  in  his  way 
to  the  altar,  is  entitled  to  be  dis- 
charged.  Goddardy.  Harris,  320 

9*  Where  the  father  eluded  service 
of  process,  service  on  the  son,  who 
said  his  father  was  in  the  house 
and  should  receive  the  writ.  Held 
equivalent  to  personal  service  of 
the  father.    Rhodes  v.  Innes.  329 


10.  Judgment  cannot  be  entered  up 
after  death  of  Plaintiff,  on  a  war- 
rant of  attorney  authorizing  him 
to  enter  up  judgment  to  secure 
the  payment  of  200^.  to  Plaintiff, 
his  executors  aad  Bssigrm.  Henshail 
V.  Matthew.  Page  537 

11.  Where  a  Defendant  obtains  de- 
positions from  India  under  13G.5. 
c.6S.t  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
copies,  at  his  own  expense.  Davis 
V.  Nicholson.  358 

12*  The  general  issue  having  beea 
pleaded  to  an  action  of  assault, 
and  a  new  trial  having  been 
ordered  on  payment  of  costs, 
after  a  verdict  for  the  Plaintiff, 
the  Defendant  was  not  allowed  to 
withdraw  the  general  issue,  and 
plead  accord  and  satisfaction. 
Price  V.  Severn,  402 

IS.  Where  an  irregularity  in  process 
is  amendable  as  of  course,  the 
Court  will  not  set  aside  the  pro- 
cess, even  though  it  be  by  attach- 
ment of  privilege.  Pophins,  geut^ 
one^  SfC  V.  Smith,  434 

14.  Where  at  the  first  trial  of  a 
cause  in  assumpsit,  the  question 
between  the  parties  under  the 
general  issue  is  in  evidence  re- 
duced to  a  single  point,  the  Court, 
in  granting  a  new  trial  on  the 
ground  that  the  verdict  is  against 
evidence,  will  confine  the  parties 
to  the  point  investigated  at  the 
first  trial.    Thwaites  v.  Sainsbury. 

437 

15.  Where  on  the  trial  of  an  issue 
out  of  chancery,  it  is  ordered  that 
a  third  party  should  be  at  liberty 
to  attend  the  trial,  the  counsel  for 

such 


PRACTICE. 


SHERIFF. 


807 


such  party  will  not  be  permitted 
to  call  witnesses  nor  to  address 
the  jury.  Wright  and  Another  v. 
Wright.  Page  4'59 

16.  The  Defendants  being  under 
agreement  to  pay  the  Plaintiffs 
the  value  of  certain  billettes  issued 
to  the  Plaintiffs  by  the  Peruvian 
government  on  a  remonstrance  by 
the  British  government,  as  a  com- 
pensation for  injury  done  to  the 
Plaintiffs,  Held,  that  the  protho- 
notary  was  to  estimate  the  value 
as  the  value  of  a  bill  of  exchange 
for  the  same  number  of  dollars  on 
a  house  of  respectability  at  Lima, 
although  the  billettes  were  at  a 
great  discount.  Delegal  and  Others 
V.  Naylor.  460 

17*  A  new  trial  having  been  granted 
on  the  ground  of  the  absence 
of  a  material  witness,  and  upon 
condition  of  Defendant's  paying 
money  into  Court,  the  Defendant 
was  not  permitted  to  take  the 
money  out  of  Court  upon  a  sug- 
gestion that  though  the  witness 
was  now  accessible,  the  Plaintiff 
had  refused  to  answer,  and  was 
in  contempt  for  not  answering  a 
bill  in  Chancery,  filed  by  De- 
fendant for  a  discovery,  which 
would  have  been  an  answer  to 
the  action*  Jackson  v.  Hopkinson, 

557 

18.  Notwithstanding  the  statute 
1  W.  4f.  c.  70.  the  Court  will  not 
stay  execution  issued  after  a  writ 
of  error  on  a  judgment  of  nonsuit. 
Keeling  v.  Austin.  601 


PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 

Semble,  that  by  the  usage  of  trade 
a  ship-broker  is  not  entitled  to 
charge  a  ship-owner  for  his  trouble 
in  procuring  a  charterer  for  the 
ship,  where  the  contract  is  not 
completed,  though  it  be  broken 
off  by  the  owner.  Broads.  Thomas. 

Pi^e  99 


RECEIPT. 
See  Evidence,  IS. 

REGUL^  GENERALE5.  ! 
555.  774..  782. 


RELEASE. 
See  Evidence,  9« 

RENT  CHARGE. 
See  Estate  pur  autre  tne^ 


SELECT  VESTRY. 
See  Pleading,  S. 


SHERIFF. 
See  TaovER,  1.    Tassfass. 


SHIP 
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STAMP. 


SURETY. 


SHIP  BROKER. 
See  Principal  and  Agent. 


SHIP  OWNER. 

See  Carrier,  case  against. 
Part  Owner. 


SLANDER. 

See  Pleading,  1. 

The  Plaintiff  alleged  special  damage 
from  words  spoken  by  the  De- 
fendant: Held,  that  this  allega- 
tion could  not  be  supported  by 
proof  that  Defendant  had  spoken 
the  words  to  B.,  and  that  damage 
ensued  in  consequence  of  B**8 
repeating  them  as  the  words  of 
the  Defendant.     fVard  v.  Weeks. 

Page  211 

STAMP. 
See  Lease,  2. 

1.  A  3/.  stamp  is  not  sufficient  on  a 
lease  reserving  370/.  for  house  and 
land;  and  by  a  distinct  reserv- 
ation, 50/.  for  furniture  and  fix- 
tures.    Coster  V.  Cowling,       ^56 

%  Upon  a  mortgage  to  R,^  A.,  and 
^.  as  a  security  for  365/.  due  from 
the  mortgagor,  no  other  sum  be- 
ing specified  in  the  deed,  Held, 
that  a  4/.  ad  valorem  stamp  was 
sufficient^  although  the  365/.  was 
made  up  of  three  separate  debts 
due  to  R,,  A.f  2ind  B.  severally. 
Reed  and  Others  v.  fVilmot  and 
Another,  577 


STATUTE  OF  LIMITATIONS. 

L  Where  a  written  promise  to  pay  a 
debt  barred  by  the  statute  of  limit- 
ations has  been  lost,  oral  evidence 
of  the  contents  of  the  writing  may 
be  given. 

2.  Such  a  promise,  if  condi- 
tional, must  be  declared  on  as 
conditional,  notwithstanding  the 
9  G.4.  c.  H.,  and  notwithstand- 
ing it  was  given  within  six  years 
from  the  time  of  contracting  of 
the  debt.  Haydon^  Astignee  -if 
Sutton,  a  Bankrtipt^  v.    Williams. 

Page  163 

SURETY. 

A  surety  for  a  bankrupt  is  not  dis- 
charged by  the  creditor's  signing 
the  bankrupt's  certificate,  even 
after  notice  from  the  surety  not 
to  do  so.  Brotone  v.  Carr  and 
Others.  5Qg 

SURRENDER. 
See  Covenant,  2. 


SUSPENSION. 
See  Covenant,  2. 


TENANT  IN  COMMON. 
See  Part  Owner. 


TIME. 


TROVER. 


VENDOR  &  PURCHASER.  809 


TIME. 
See  Enclosure  Act. 


TRESPASS. 
See  Lease,  1. 

B.  sued  out  execution  against  A, 
After  seizuret  and  before  sale,  the 
execution  was  set  aside  by  rule 
of  K.  B.,  of  which  the  sheriflP  re- 
ceived notice  from  A*  before  the 
sale,  and  by  the  terras  of  the  rule 
A,  was  to  bring  no  action  for  the 
seizure.  The  sheriff  having  pro- 
ceeded  to  a  sale,  on  the  ground 
that  he  had  received  no  notice  of 
the  rule  from  B,,  Held,  that  A. 
might  sue  B.  in  trespass  for  the 
sale.     Perkins  v.  Plimpton. 

Page  676 

TROVER. 

1.  A  sheriff's  oflBcer  seized  goods 
under  a  Ji,  Ja.y  and  packed  them 
up.  The  execution  was  after- 
wards abandoned,  on  an  agree- 
ment that  the  Plaintiff  in  the 
action  should  receive  goods  for 
his  demand  instead  of  money.  A 
portion  of  the  goods,  however, 
which  had  been  seized,  were  after- 
wards sent  by  the  under-sheriff's 
agent  to  the  sheriff's  officer  to 
hold  till  the  Plaintiff  should  pay 
him  the  expenses  of  the  levy. 
The  Plaintiff  afterwards  paid  the 
officer,  and  the  goods  were  for- 
warded to  the  Plaintiff:  Held,  a 
sufficient  conversion  to  render  the 


sheriff  liable  in  trover  to  the  as- 
signees of  the  Defendant  in  the 
action,  who  had  become  bankrupt 
upon  an  act  of  bankruptcy  com- 
mitted before  the  execution.  Car* 
lisle.  Assignee  of  Leonard,  a  Bank* 
rupt,  V.  Garland.  Page  298 

2.  The  Defendant,  a  wharfinger, 
having  acknowledged  certain  tim- 
ber on  his  wharf  to  be  the  pro- 
perty of  the  Plaintiff,  Hqld,  that 
he  could  not  dispute  the  Plain- 
tiff's title  in  an  action  of  trover, 
brought  against  him  by  the  Plain- 
tiff.    Gosling  Y.  Bimie.  S89 


USURY. 

An  annuity  for  four  lives,  with  a 
covenant  that  the  grantor  should 
insure  the  principal  sum  within 
thirty  days  afler  the  expiration  of 
the  third  life,  is  not  an  usurious 
contract.  In  the  matter  ofNaish, 
Executrix  of  Stetoart.  150 

VARIANCE. 

See  Bill  of  Exchanob,  2. 
Pleading,  4>. 

VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER. 

1.  Plaintiff  placed  in  the  hands  of  his 
agent  Neapolitan  bonds,  with  cou' 
pons  or  receipts  for  half-yearly 
interest  payable  to  the  bearer  of 
the  coupon:  the  coupon  referred 
to  a  certificate  which  gave  the 
holder  the  option   of  converting 

his 
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WARRANTY. 


his  boads  into  funded  debt:  the 
interest  was  paid  to  holder  of  the 
cotrpoff  wtthont  production  of  the 
certificate,  but  the  bonds  were 
never  sold  in  the  market  without 
the  certificate :  Plaintiff  kept  the 
certificates  in  his  own  hands,  but 
his  agent,  without  authority,  and 
fraudulently,  pledged  the  bonds  to 
Defendant  as  a  security  for  a 
debt :  Held,  that  it  was  correctly 
left  to  the  jury  to  determine  whe- 
ther these  instruments  passed  by 
delivery,  and  whether  Defendant 
had  acted  wfth  due  caution  in 
receiving  the  coupons  without  re- 
quiring the  certificate ;  the  jury 
having  found  both  questions  in 
the  negative,  the  Court  refused  to 
set  aside  a  verdict  for  Plainti£P. 
Lang  V.  Smj^h.  Page  284 

S.  I .  Iq  assumpsit  to  recover  money 
deposited  upon  purchase,  upon  an 
aflegation  that  the  Defendant  has 
failed  to  make  a  proper  title,  this 
Court  will  not  consider  whether 
the  title  is  of  a  doubtful  de- 
scription, such  as  a  court  of  equity 
would  not  compel  an  unwilling 
purchaser  to  take,  but  simply 
whether  the  Defendant  has  or  has 
not  a  legal  title  to  convey. 

2.  S,  P.,  who  had  a  life  interest 
in  some  funded  property,  and  in 
a  leasehold  house,  with  reversion 
to  her  son,  joined  with  her  son  in 
assigning  the  property  to  the  De- 
fendant, *'  to  hold,  receive,  and 
take  the  leasehold,  funds,  and 
other  premises,  to  the  Defendant 
upon  trust  that  he  should  receive, 
and  convert  the  same  into  money ; 


and  for  that  purpose  should,  at 
his  own  discretion,  sell  the  lease- 
hold, and  the  reversionary/  interest 
in  the  funds;  provided  that  he 
should  not,  during  five  years  from 
the  date  o(  the  deed,  put  in  force 
the  trusts  declared  of  the  premises 
in  such  manner  as  to  deprive 
iS.  p.  of  her  life-interest  therein 
durmg  that  period :"  Held,  that 
at  the  end  of  the  five  years,  the 
Defendant  had  power  to  sell 
S.  P.*s  life  interest  in  the  funds. 
Boyman  v.  Guich.  Page  379 

VERDICT. 

See  AcTioK  on  thb  Case  for 
.    Deceit,  2. 


WARRANTY. 

1.  Defendant  warranted  sound  wind 
and  limb  at  ike  time  of  the  bar- 
gain,  and  sold  for  90/.,  a  race- 
horse which  had  broken  down  in 
training,  and  was  affected  with  a 
splint ;  circumstances  which  were 
disclosed  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  but 
for  which  the  horse  would  have 
been  worth  5001. :  Held,  that  this 
warranty  did  not  import  that  the 
horse  was  fit  for  the  purposes  of 
an  ordinary  horse : 

2.  The  warranty  being  re- 
stricted to  the  time  of  the  bar- 
gain, semUe,  the  Plaintiff  could 
not  sue  in  respect  of  the  horse 
breaking  down  afterwards. 

3.  De- 


WASTE. 


WILL. 
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3.  Defects  apparent  at  the 
time  of  a  warranty,  are  not  in- 
cluded in  it.  Margetson  v.  Wright, 


Page  603 


WASTE. 

I.  In  an  action  of  waste  for  plough- 
ing ancient  meadow,  the  Defend- 
ant  cannot  under  the  general  issue, 
fiul  xvast,  give  evidence  that  the 
ploughing  was  resorted  to  accord  • 
ing  to  the  custom  of  the  country, 
for  the  purpose  of  ameliorating 
the  meadow.  If  such  matter  be 
a  defence  at  all,  it  must  be 
pleaded. 

2.  In  an  action  of  waste  for 
cutting  timber,  the  Defendant 
cannot  give  in  evidence,  even  in 
mitigation  of  damages,  that  the 
timber  was  cut  for  the  purpose  of 
necessary  repairs,  but  turning  out 


to  be  unfit  for  that  purpose,  was 
exchanged  for  other  timber,  which 
was  applied  to  the  repairs.  Stm- 
mons  V.  Norton.  Poge  640 

WELSH  ATTORNEY. 
See  Practice,  3. 

WILL. 

A  will  of  lands,  subscribed  by  three 
witnesses  in  the  presence  and  at 
the  request  of  the  testator,  is  suf- 
ficiently attested,  although  none 
of  the  witnesses  saw  the  testator's 
signature,  and  only  one  of  them 
knew  what  the  paper  was.  Wright 
and  Another  v.  Wright,  457 

WITNESSES. 
See  Costs,  5. 
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